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I~I 1983 the Presidential 
OmnissioncnDrunkDriviq issued 
itsfinalrepxt. Thereport 
presented a mltifacew straw for 
reducingdrernkdrivin=Jard<xmtained 
39mcmmndationstichstaLesand 
cmmnitieswe.re~to~lemerrt. 
--permanerrt smcessorbodyto 
thePresidmtial caranission, the 
National ccplfnission~inst~ 
Driving (IKADD) waschaxyedwith 
monitoringthe inplementationof 
those39mcmmeMations. InJanuary 
1989 the NCADD ccmpleted its fifth 
full year of existence. After five 
years of activity, questions 
r=&urallyarose: Have our efforts 
been successful? Have the 
Presidential Ccamissim 
remmmdationsbeen inpkmmted? 
Have they pruven effective? To 
answerthese~ions,weundertoak 
thisproject. 

~epupcx;eofthispmject isto 
review what has occurred atthestate 
ardlocall~elsincethe~lication 
of the Presidential Ckamission's 
report five years ago, to identify 
the coun- that have been 
implement&,theprcbler~5thathave 
beenencounterwA,andtheprograms 
that are still requir& to bring 
aboutfhrtherreductionsinckunk . drivingcrashes. In- t2li.s 
investigation of state and local 
activities, we sought to answer four 
questions: 
1) To what extent have the 
Presidential Cmmission 
reccanmendationsbeen inpkmmted? 
2) What &stacks have been 
entzoun- in efforts to in@ment 
dnmkdriviqcmntemms~~? 
3) Ho~cxntheseobstaclesbe 
addmss&arbAwercclme? 
4)whatelseisneed~tobri1qabc~t 
fu.rtherreductionsintheincidence 
of drunk driving? 

Themportisdividedintofour 
main sectim. In the first section, 
weaSSssthep3ITqEssthatstates 
andcaarannritieshavemade in 
iq&mentinFgthe39p(%D 
mxmandaticms,presmtingthis 
informaticm inavarietyofcharts 
-smms* Following that, we 
relateaxfindingsaboutthe 
pex-eptions of state 0fficiaJ.s and 
leadirq citizen activists. From 
these f.idngs, we isolate fourmajor 
obstaclesthathimkrattemptsto 
reducedmnkdrivingamIdeseme 
priority attention. Finally, we offer 
ourrecxpnmendationsonhowthese 
majorck6taclesmightbe werccme, 
aloqwithsome further suggestions 
for drunk drivirq initiatives. 

ThePresidential CIxmiission 
report proposed mmy legislative 
c$m$ssl985theNCADDselected 

recaarrmendations a.& began 
trackingthemannuallyonastate-by- 
state basis* meresultsofthis 
trackingappear inthechartonpage 
11. 

Of the19 ccunm, only 
-aminimmdrinkingageof 21- 

ECLeninplementedinall5O 
states. EMween 1985-88, 26 states 
raisedtbeirminjmum drinking age so 
that a national uniform minimm of 21 
nowexi.sts. Sub5tantial progress 
alsohasbemmde inammberof 
other-. Since 1985, 38 states 
havepassedmrdatorysafetybelt 
usagelaws(althoughfcurstates- 
I%7issacbusetts, Nfz?braska, North IIlaJcota 
=-J=GPJ-VYrepeal~ 
them), 21 states have passed victim 
axqensation legislation, ard 15 
skites have authorized administrative 
Picmse suspensions for drivers who 
fail an alcohol breath test. (See 
page 8, Tables land 2) 
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wnfo~tely, Inany other 
al33 not yet 
of the 

states stilldonothaveanqxm 
cxmtainerlaw, andonlythreestates 
have passed such a law since 1985. 

maas 
anti-plea 
-tcw :a 
prelix&narybmathtestlaws 
similar~yhave~ivedscant 
Iegislative attention in the past 
five years. 

Statistically, we= abuxt 
two-* of the way txward cmr gal 
of see- the 19 priority 
-- impl-ted by all 50 
staw. owrall, e33ch of the 19 
CuunDhasbeenimpl- 
by an average of 32 states. This, of 
-, isonlyastatisticail 
average; inactuality, therearewide 
variatioms in the degree to which the 

.cxxmShavebeen 
i3TiplmW. Nonetheless,itdces 
r@present an emxxuaging %?-- 
since 1985, when each m 
hadbeenimplementxx3,onaverage,by 
23 &&es. 

Changes inthe law, however, were 
onlyonepartofthe the Presidential 
Conunissionps broad-based plan to 
cmbatdrunkdriving. Advcxxtinga 
systems appmch, itencmragedthe 
implemntation of a wide range of 
public and private sector 
initiatives. % 
which the 

assessthec3eqLru?to 
mtions have been 

implementea, theNCACDsurveysd 
severalhuMredstatx?leadexsin 
1989, obtaining their perception of 
what is inplace, whatisworkiry, 
ardwhatisnotworking. ThisreporP= 
pruvidesanopportuni~toti~e 
thosefimlixqs. 

Thegeneraltenorofthesunq 
responses was positive; mst 
sxspmdentsindicatedthatp~ 
hadbeenmde intheirsk&eoverthe 
past five years in cmbatting drunk 

czrucial obsbcles. i?Lzection 

Areviewofalltheevidencebefore 
==xlY-~tPv hasbeen 
madeinthepastfiveyeazs,although 
thepaceof~myhav@ s1m 
since the early 1980's when the 
pmbBmnofdrmkdrivingfirstbust 
into public cmsciauspless.In~ 
of bath inplmM tILxx.m- 
and alcohol-related traffic 
fatalities, the situation isbetter 
todaymitmin1985. cur 

theproblemofdmnkdriving, having 
oncebembmqhttothefom,does 
not now z-txede from the public eye. 

While this isiskendadt.0 
be a follcm-up to the Presidential 
Oonrmssionreport, itshaxesa 
of objectiveswiththeAlc0hol 
Zktion Program of the 19xPs, 
?wxqthe ASAPobjectivesweretwo 
whi&areparticuJ.arlyrelbevantto 
thismstudy T.heym: 1) to 
-te 
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In 1983 the F'msidqtial 
~ssiononDmnkDrivirrJissu& 
itsfimlm.portand,indoi.rq~, 
launched the existerrce of the 
National CcmmissionAgainst Dnmk 
Drivirq. ThePresidentialCTumissi~ 
Reportcontained39reccnmrendatians 
whichitcballerqedstatesto 
iInplenmtwithintenyears. Asthe 
NCADDentereditsfifthfullyearin 
1988, itbecameappamntthatastudy 
wasneededtoreviewtheprogress 
stateshadmadeinix@menti~~~these 
recmmm%tionsandtoassessthe 
pr&lernsti~clfZswhichhiJ-&md 
attemptstoambatdnmkdrivirq. 
TheNatioml Cmmn.issionapproached 
both the National Highway Traffic 
SafetyMministration (NKEA) and 
corporal supporters abcut fun=iing 
forsuchapmject, andbthmurces 
genermslyaqeedtohelpunderwrite 
thecc&oftheproject.Cbrporat=e 
contributions wrbdthe first 
@aseoftheprojectwhi&cmsi.sted 
ofsuveyirqtiintemiewingseveral 
hundred state officials and 
organization leaders whose work 
involvedtheminthe issueofdxunk 
driving. AgrantfrcanNHISApruvid& 
uswiththe furxbtoanalyzethedata 
wecomct&arKip~this report. 

l%eprotocoleqloyed inthis 
repo*isalmsetriangulatim 
approach (Jick, 1979). Triangulation 
is defined as The combination of 
methodologies inthe studyofthe 
same ph-" (Dmzin, 1978). In 
this project, the ueneral amcept 
associated with triangulation, rather 
thantriangulationinitsstrictest 
interpretation, was esoployed. 

Iheelenmtsofthis 
triarqulationappmachconsistedof 
theresultsofasumey, reactions 
frumanAdvisoxy0mmittee, 
infomationgatheredfmntele@one 
intemiews,insightsg&anedfma 
review ofstatetaskforcereports, 

andst&estatisticaldatacanpiled 
bytheNHISACenter for statistics 
and Analysis. 

I.?heSUXey 

lbgatherinsightsabcutthe 
alcohol-iqaireadrivirq 
ccunBinthe5Ostates,the 
District of Columbia, andpuerto 
F&n, theNational Cmmissian 
identified 13 categories of state 
officials whole work involved them in 
activities relating to drunk driving, 
alongwiththestateleadersof 
private organizations such asMADD, 
RIDandAAA. Withfundsfmrtcur 
cozporatedonors, an-&version 
of the NCAE?Ys annual survey was 
disk* to a total of 1,055 
individuals frm these organizations 
ardagmcies. FGsponseswlere 
received fmn 264 people, 
representing a twenty-five percent 
rxspnsemte. (SeetheSection 
entitled **Fi&ing&* for a list of 
these officials and the percentage of 
responses fmlexh.) 

Analysisofthissumeydatawas 
performfdanda -ofresponse 
patternsprepared fortheAdvisory 
Ccmnitteemetingtichwasheldin . m, D.C. on Spbnber 8, 
1989. Atthattimeprelbnimy 
resul~weredistr~,andthe 
misery CcaIImim xwnbexswereasked 
fortheirreflectionsonthese 
results. The final survey results, 
whichdonotdiffersuhstantively 
fImthepreljminaryresults,are 
includedin~6ofthis 
report* 

oE?ofthegcEilsofthisresearch 
wastopemitthosewhcm~sumeyed 
to express in their cm words the 
PWle=they -and- 
mcmmmdationstheymuldmke. 
Everyeffortwasmdetopemitthem 
to speak for -ves, rather than 
guid.iqthemtma.rdprefxmceived 



-* survey incl 
questiorsrathfzrthanastrictly 
%ultiple choices* format. The xesult 
wasanexcqtionallyrichcollection 
of infomationwhichhasbeen 
a@ledamdsukmittedasaseparate 
-tXdhiSEpOrt. 

Thepractical m of such 
an qgxach made it nzesmry for the 
NCAED~to~llapse~ 
msponsesanddevelopasystmof 
codesbasedonan interpretationof 
theresponses.~processbegan 
with a ampilation of the 
resp~tients~actualamwers for each 
ofthe35open-exkdquestians.?hese 
respQnsesthenwereanalyzedand 
similar r,eqpms cJmIped together 
into Q.bmriezP of themst anmmnly 
citedresponses. Thewoxdi.ngoft.he 
1ibrECyresponseswaSlUadebythe 
NCADDstaffinanattm@to 
synthesize the variety of individml 
responsesthat~onthe 
i5xl232ys. Asan@e of these libraries 
0fxLx?spo~appearsin~5. 

Thedatapmvidedbythesuvey 
was analyzed in several. ways. First, 
all~nses~ aglcdregatedandthe 
resultsreported.1tisthisdati 
WfriChwaSpresentedtOtheAdViSO~ 
Ccmnnitteeanclwhich~Qn~ . -inclUdedin 
s 6. Afterwards,- 
responsestothequestionswere 
brokmdownbystxtetoobtainthe 
viewsoftherespordentsineach 
state.!Chisinformationispmsented 
inchartIIconuningthe39 
Presidential Cmmission 
mxmmer&tionswhichbeginonpage 
18andinAppendix4whe~l%e 
mspmsestoasetofquestionsare 
repo~bystate. Inreportingdata 
bystate,wecccasiandLlyenca;mtered 
the px0blem of an insufficient nmkex 
of survey responses for a partitiar 
question. Whenthisocxxmxd,we 
decidednottorqortanymsponseif 
lesSthanthreel%SpOndents~ 

insufficient data. 

have 

II. 

follow-up on these clues andl &tain a 
mm3 amplete picture of the 
situation, wedecidedtocoticta 
seriesoftelephon2 interviewswith 
sel&~W. Trenstates 
were+zarge~for~te.rvi~,one 
fromeachofthetenNHEAre+ons. 
l%estateswerechosenonthebasi.s 
ofstatisticalpmfiles inanatixmpt 
toincludestateswithlowratesof 
ahxhol-related fatalities, states 
withhighrates, stateswithrates 
thatwere increaswf ardsta~with 
ratesthat- decP33sing. To 
maximizethevalidityofthe 
statistia=s,~choseonlysta~ 
whichtested70percentofm~of 
theirfatallyinjumddriversbetween 
1983 and 1988. Asmmaryofthedata 
weusedisincl~in~9. 

Atotalof25inizemiews,each 
lastitqbetxenahalfhcurandtwo 
-,- -. The 
intervieweeswerepmnised 
confidentiality. TllE!~Werechosen 
framamrqthesurveyresptientstio 
indicated a willingness to be 
contackd for further information, 
andthemforethepoolfrrmwhich 
theywereczhosenwasself-selected. 
An effort was made to interview 
resgondents fmavarietyof 
professional fields. The 
intemiewees wereaskedanumberof 
ammnquestions,generdllyofan 
Qpended nam, alth~ some 
specificquestionswerealsoasked 
thatrelatedtotheindividual~s 
particular fieldofprofessionaJ 
exgxzrtise. Alistofth~amton 
questionscxmbefomdinAppemSx9. 
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III. Advisory cxxmnittee Meeting 

*final -of infoxmation 
forth&mportcamefrananAdvisoxy 
Cmni&emeetirqwhichwasheldon 

8, 1989 in wadkqtm, D.C. 
ILmaershadbeenselected 

attheaztsetoftheprojectandwere 
pmvi.d@withqxMesasthepmject 
activities pmgmssed. It was 
decidedtostruhxe themeetingso 
thatthethetteecouldpruvideboth 
an irepmdent - of imformtion 

halfofthf2meetirqwas&vutedtoa . dmcmsianpfthebroadtopics 
cov& by the survey (e.g. 
Adjudication, Fmsemtion, etc.), 
whileinthelatterhalfoftheday 
thepMhinarysurveyf~~ 
mhasedtothectkmmittee~and 
theiraxlmyaontherespondents' 
findixqsti mccme&ationsm 
solicited. A tutal of 35 people 
attendedthemetirrg. (See 
A@eMices7&8foralistofthe 
participants and a copy of t& 
-=tw asenQ.1 

Denzin, Nolznan I(;. ?he Search &&. NEW York: -w-fill, 1978. 

Jick, Todd D. Wixing Qualitative and Qxmtitative Methods: Triangulation in 
Action.@@ Administrative Science Quarterly 24 (1979): 602-611 

U.S. National Highway Safety Bureau. Alcohol Safety mtmma~~~ Prosram, 
Waskington, D.C.: U.S. Dzpadmmt of Transportation, 1979. 
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m PRESIDl%.N!CIAL COHHISSION RE IONS 

Oneoftheprincipalaimofthisstu3ywastiexaminethe t0wh.i.~ 
thereammdationsmadebythePresidential Cmmissionin1983 havebeen 
implemeplted. SwhaneMeavorhasneverbeenalztmpbd before,inpartbecause 
thepresiderrtial~ionadvocated awidevarietyofacticnsmanyofwhich 
are not easily measuableo Since 1985, the lEADO has tracked on an axmual 
basis 19 priority cum-. These priority m cmhsted 
solely of state legislative or regulatory actims, and included such measures 
~a~strativeperselaws,dram~staftrtes,arwl~~~~~ 
-and possession ages. Bewusetheirin@esawmtatjusually~ 
legislation, they were tracked quite easily. 

EeyCx-xithesel9a?l.m-, haever, tlxzrewasscant information on 
theextenttitichtheremaining remmmdationsW~imp1~. 
of the remmedations were direct& to local officials or private 
oqmizations such as civic grmps and alcchol btzverage retiilers. In 0 
d&.ainhforndi.onontheseaauntemreasures, weexpaekdouraI‘lrmdtra 
~~thisyearandim=l~~ions~allof~~~PreS 
Wmmission remmmdations. 72~ rxmmmdationshavebeentividd intothe 
following seven categories: Iegislative, Ehforcement, Prosemtisrdpaij 
LicensinFy, Preventionand Public Information, Yakh, ax-d(Jqanizat 
Cmdination. 

lbe survey was conducted in April 1989. It was sent to 
officials whose dets are involved in issues relatirq 
andtothe stateleadexsofprivateorganizati~ su&asMADD, KID, andthe 
AAA. 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

The survey recipients &s&ted of the follawirg: 

StateZTt3xetariesof~rtatioll 
GO-J-rs' HighwaySafetyF&presen tatives 
StateAttomeysGenerda 
Cmnnissioners of Public Safety 
Chief State Police Officers 
Chief State Cichool Officers 
StateIiiquor2%diinistrators 
J!4otorV&icleAdministrators 
StatiAlcaholanjlDNgAtxlseDirectors 
National Prevention Network rmbrs 
Jcldges 
c!ooIzdina~~0fState PmsecutirqAtbmeysAssoeiatioaas 
Tranqmrtationocwpnittee~irmenip1theStatelegisla~ 
NHISA~ionalAdtministratom 
National Association of groaacasterSSta~~iveD~~ 
MADD state ooo~tors 
RIDStateC~0zx3inat.o~ 
B?iaxJs Area c3msultants 
AAA Traffic Safety Directors 

Responseswererf2ceived frunevery 
received with an average of 5 
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confidmtiality. -F=-=w@of- frmeachpmfessimalareahie.re 
as follckjs: 

23% traffic safety 7% media 6% othex 
16% law enfomemnt 6% education 5% alcohol -1 
13% ccurt fisysbm 6% citizen activist 1% legislature 
10% alcohol treatzmlt 6% licensing 

The survey resultslendthemselves tomltiple foms of analysis. Inthis 
section we have presen txdthedata fmthreedifferent facets. Althoughthese 
charts =Y - samhatredmdant, eachpresentationhighlightxadiffem& 
aspectofthedata. 

chart1consists of a mdifiedversionof#eNational carcpnission's 
Yhetcklist of 19 Priority C.." Thechartcontainsastate-by- 
state breakdom of 19 CQuntermeasures whi& the K!ADD has txa&ed sime 1985. 
?hischartdiffersf~thoseofpastyearsinthat~haveadoptedadual 
g3zdingsystemtodistinguishthc6ecoun- whid~were inplacebefore 
1985 from the ccunB which states have aacted between 1985-89. This 
distinction pennits us to readily identify areas which have witnessed 
considerable legislative activity in the past five years, as well as areas 
which have received relatively little attention. 

Umrt2 consistsofabreaMmnofthePresidential Commission 
reccpnmerdationsaboutwhichwegueriedoursuxveyreqondents. The 
recclnonendationsareclassifiedbycategoryandaredistinct fromthe 
Ations highlighted on chart 1. Unlike the 19 priority 
coun-, these - tions for the nc6t part are not direct& at 
state legislators but, instead, are direct& at an array of public officials 
and private ~rorganizations andbusiness~. A mean score is given for 
eachmcmmmdation to indicate its perceived overalll~elofi.@emmtation. 

aiart3isourmsterchart of the 39 Presidential cammission 
mxmmmdations. It enccpnpasses therecosranendationscontainfxIinbothChrt1 
and cllmrt 2. ~Chart1,itiMicateswhichstateshaveimplemnt&the 
cm.menneasureS, but in doirx~ so it utilizes a different marking system. 
Chartllafgely focusedondnmkdrivinglegislationandthus asizpledotwas 
allthatwasneededto indicate~etherthe statehadenactedthelawornot. 
ManyofthePmsidential Bamendations, however, aredirected atamnunities 
and their implemmtation may vary widely from one locality to another. In 
instructingtherespondentsonhcrwto~letethesuwey,weasked~tthey 
rate the inplemmtationofthecountemmmre cmastxleoflto5withan 
overaJlsta&&eviewinmird. 

'Ihe fourth item in this section is a ampilation of the 39 Presidential 
Ccamission reammr&tions. They are includ~herebothforreference in 
readingthe 0the.r charts andbecausewe still believethatthey offeraqel 
blueprint forstateswishingto implement a ,systemapproachtotheproblexnof 
dmnkdriviq. 
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oh the National c%xmdssim 

rep- a sngm 
beeniqhxnented, maverage,by23~. 

Tablel(belaw)liststhe19 
states which have in@ 
list with all 50 states haviq 
prohibi~'~ ranks last, having 

tOtht?nrrmberOf 

of 2199 heads the 

Table21 19mam 
In this table, belt laws" leads the1 
implemnted such lam sin03 1985. 99gAC 
hst. Ithasthe&abiousdist~iono 
hastakenplace; fewerstateshavethis 
1985. 

activity since 1985. 
staw havirps 
fatal crashes9@ ramks 

areawhfxearevd 
inplacetdaythan in 

--v--e 

50 
47 

44 
44 

40 
40 
38 
35 
34 

32 
2% 

2% 

27 

27 

25 

24 
23 
19 
11 

. . IQImTam cfirw age of 21 
'Itar,ormxeER?Icpestionson 
license examination 
.lO or lcwer per se level 
B?Ctestrefusal a&n.issible in 

USfXfWdE!dp~ 
sobr i.nis 
Vict ion 
Safety belt law 
IHI-relateddeathconsid4xeda 
fe-Y 
wrams;hapsta~ 
l%m3atoq9Wyl~oflim 
for lst OffeAse tB?I 
EX! te-stm in 80% of fatal 

Administmtive licmse suspension 
or x-ev~tion 
F3ardatory jail for driviq on 
szuspti~~o~li~ 
preliminazyb~titest~~ 
by law 
Victim ixpact zst&emnt : 
P4addmyaltiol~mtiana 

law 
iningpxhibited 
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Table 2 

33 
26 
21 
15 

15 
13 

8 

7 
6 
6 

5 

5 

4 
3 
3 

3 
a 
1 

-4 

safety belt laws 
drinking age of 21 

suspension 

Vioth impaot statement pemitted 
TuoormoreDdIquestionson 
license examination 
user filrxkd pw 

czA3Erper§elW~ 
-xelateddeathconsidem3a 

refusaladmissiblein 

ail for driving on a 
oked license 

breathtestpemitted 

01 evaluation 



Definition of Recommended Countermeasures 

1. Pre-cornriction lic=ense suxension or revocation for all drivers whose BP 
Alcoholc!Qntent (B?c) exceedsthelegalli3nitorwholWusetotakeaEAC 
test. 

2. Safetv belts rxquimd by law for drivers of all ages. 

3. oDencontaineslawpmhibitingallunsedledalcaholbeverageconta~ in 
passenger ccmprbmt of motor vehicle for all oczupantsofallages. TWo 
states (MDandNC) haveweakversions ofopzncontainerlawsthatdonot 
meetourdefinition. Opencontainerlatlsdiffer fmnanti-cmsmptionlaws 
inthattheydonotxquh thearrestingofficertowitnesstheactUal act 
of consumption, thus facilitating arrests. 18 statesthatlackcpen 
container laws do have anti-ccnsmption laws. 

4. statutewkichmakesthosewhodispensedlcaholicbev~g~to Jxam&o~ 
intoxicated individuals liable for subsequent injuries causedby such 
individuals. CA, FL, andNCarenotcreditedwithhavingadramshopPaw 
thatmeets our criteria sincetheirstatutesapplyonlytomino~ or 
habitual drunkards, thuslhn.itingtheirapplicability. AltMughTXis 
creditedwithhavingadmmshopstatute, itslawhaslimiteddramshop 
liabilityandthushashadtheoppositeeffectofwhatweaimtoprumte. 
Of the18 stateswithout adramshopstatute, 8 states (includi.ngNC) 
establish dram shop liability, or possible liability, through case law 
precedent. 

5. Illesal Er se law making it an offense to operate a motor vehicle with a 
BAC of .lO% or higher. Unlikepresumptivelaws, illegal per se laws do not 
permit the intrcductionofrebuttableevidencebyadefer&mttodispruve 
the chaqe. MD, although not credited with having an illegal per se level, 
does consider .lO% as prima facie evidence of driving under the influence. 
4 states -C!A,ME,ORandUI' - have lowered their illegal per se levels to 
.OS%, while VT has established a civil IMI offense at .08%. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Preliminary breath test specifically pexmitted by law. In 13 of the 25 
stateswithouta Preliminaq Breath!kststatute,lawenforcemen t officials 
neverthelessconductsuchtests. 

A driver's refusal to be chemically tested for alcohol is pemitted by law 
tobeintroduoed as evidence of guilt in a Curt trial for KWI 

Minimumdrinkinq~e of 21forallalccholicbeverages. Insmestatesthe 
law is defined as a minimum age for m ard pxsession. 

Victimmmensationprovidedthrougha state fundtowhichvicthsofdmmk 
driving crashes are eligible to a@y. In some states victims of DWI 
crashesare specificallypexmittsdtoapply,tile inother states they 
mrelyarenotexcluded frmapplyirq. C!T,NBandOHzquim a ccnviction 
for adrunk drivingoffense (unlikeallothercrimes) beforethevictimof 
a~crashbecxmes eligible to apply for funds. 

9 



10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

Victims and/ortkirfamilieshavea 
iqact statemmt prior to sentencw 
sericusinjury. Itshouldbemtedthata 
VicCmBil3. ofFkightswhichpemitsvicti.msofall 
impactsta~,wi~specifically~inry 
victim. 

Cunvicted~driversare~to~fortheoostof 
rehabilitative activities or treatmmt tc which they are . 

pleakamainingisprcGbit&bystatuteinalPuwH~. 
only pmhibit plea bargaining for.mltiple offemkrs or in eas;es 
offenderhasahighBAChavebeenlPetedoslVue~,al~~~~ve 
nctreceivedmeditfortheccamtermamm. 

State law nxakes it an autmmtic felony for an intcxicated dsiver tc kill a 
personinamtorv&iclecrash. States in which the crime only a 
felonyonthe secondoffensehave plotreceivedcxzditforthis 
Caun-. 

Convict&DWIoffendersarerquiredbylawtoundergoa 
pest-sentence evaluation for ala%01 pmblemhs. The 
madatory for all IWI offerxkrs. 

First offense IWI is mle by a mandatolry go-day license sumension gg 
revcx&ioll. Inkeepingwiththe408 criteria, statescanmeetthis 
havim~a 3O~yhardsuspmsion follcwedbya6O-dayrestricbd ion. 

Horequirementsex.istfm Sobriety&eckmintsemployed inthestate. 
frecluemyofusage,sothaetheexi~ofas~ledhec)rpsj_nt~as%ate 
~ingtheyearwaildqudLifythestateas~vingthis~~. 

StatelawestablishesamMatoryj& sentemz foranyonecox-rvi~sf 
drivingonalicensethatwassupuded 0rrwokedbecauseofa.n 
alcchcl-related offense. 

EACtestsconductedonaminimum of 80% of the drivers invol.ved in 
WeJ-Y - inthestate. 

Statedriverlicense examinations include two or more questions 
specificdllydesignedto~~~~li~'s~~l~eof~ 
relation&ipofalc&olandotherdrugstohighway safety. 

10 
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medat.afxTJmthis~ omes frua the sumey respotients and 
ref$sctstheir~iarr;*thedegreetowhi&thePresi~al 
ocmnission~tiarrshave~~l~. Rzspokhtsm 
askedtorateanascaleof3;to5~extenttowhicheachofthe 
ca;mtermeasureshadbe&n~ementedin~irstate.1indicated 
thatthe-hadnotbeeninplemented at all, tile 5 
in3icaWthatithadbeen~lemerrtedfully. To arrive at a mean 
scoreforeachax.m~, weaveragedthetotal smzesgivmby 
the respondents. Sincethernnnberof mspoMentsva.riedwidely fmn 
statetostatz,themmnscoresgiven inthischartareweighted 
txwaxdthosestateswiththe~respondents. 
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ip and S 

PFW3IDENTIAL COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS 
The survey respondents were asked to what extent the following recommendations of the Presidential Commission 
have been implemented. The mean scores are given below on a scale of 1 to 5. 

1-%----3----d---5 
not at all . fully 

State-sponsored and coordinated public information campaign (PCDD #l) 

Single state agency designated to coordinate public information programs (PCDD #2) 

Creation of state and local task forces devoted to combatting drunk driving (PCDD Wl2) 3.2 

Adoption of reporting system to track offenders from arrest through completion 
of assignment (PCDD #14) 

Establishment by the state of standards, criteria and review procedures for alcohol 
education, treatment and community service programs for DUI offenders (PCDD W39) 

3.2 

Development by the state of an on-going statewide evaluation system to ensure 
program quality and effectiveness (PCDD W39) 

Enforcement 

PRESIDENTIAL COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS 
The survey respondents were asked to what extent the following recommendations of the Presidential Commission 
have been implemented. The mean scores are given below on a scale of 1 to 5. 

* 
not at all fuuy 

Adoption of a statewide uniform ticket system (PCDD #14) 

Use of sobriety checkpoints (PCDD #17) 

Adoption of expeditious arrest, booking, and 
charging procedures (PCDD #19) 

3.8 

Encouragement of citizen reporting of DWI (PCDD #20) 

13 



SIDENTIAL COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS 
The survey respondents were asked to what extent the following recommendations of the Presidential Commission 
have been implemented. The mean scores are given below on a scale of 1 to §. 

l-2-3--4--5 
not at all f&y 

Prosecution and judges receive annudl in-service training (PCDD #13) 2.8 

Prosecutors provide police and courts with legal updates on changes in the 2.9 
DUI laws (PCDD #13) 

State Chief Justice convenes annual meeting to discuss DUl issues (PCDD #13) 

Prohibition on plea-bargaining in DUI cases WDD x21) 

Prosecutors initiate appellate action when judges disregard mandatory sanctions (PCDD #25) 

2.4 

2.1 

DUT trials concluded within 60 days, sentencing withii 30 days, appellate process 
within 90 days (PCDD #28) 

A4inor traffic infractions adjudicated by simplified, informal procedures (PCDD W28) 

Pre-conviction diversion prohibited (PCDD #29) 

Limited issuance of hardship licenses with eligibility restricted to first-time offenders 
(PCDD #33) 

Alcohol assessments available to all courts and required for repeat offenders (PCDD W366) 

Offender required to appear in person to request resumption of driving privilege (PCDD W37) 

Offender required to take test on alcohol and highway safety before restoration of driving 
privilege (PCDD #37) 

3.6 

Licensing 
ENTEQE COMMISSION RECOMMENDA’I’IONS 

The survey respondents were asked to what extent the following recommendations of the Presidential Commission 
have been implemented. The mean scores are given below on a scale of 1 to 5. 

1 2 34 5 
not at all fully 

Convictions on Indian reservations and military and federal lands 
reported to state licensing authority (PCDD #14j L 

Licensing authorities track DUI offenders from arrest 
through disposition (PCDD #14) 

14 



Prevention and Public InformatiQn 

PRESIDENTIAL COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS 
The survey respondents were asked to what extent the following recommendations of the Presidential Commission 
have been implemented. The mean scores are given below on a scale of 1 to 5. 

1 2 2 A 5 
not at all fully 

Promotion of alcohol-related highway safety messages by the media and 
influential community figures (PCDD #3) 

Dissemination of information on drunk driving by employers, trade 
associations, labor organizations, civic and fraternal groups (PCDD US) 

Information on the hazards of dnmk driving provided by the motor 
vehicle manufacturers and dealers, insurance companies, and 
gas stations (PCDD #6) 

Sponsorship of educational programs by the alcohol industry to 
warn the public of the hazards of drinking and driving (PCDD #7) 

Signs on the dangers of drunk driving displayed at the point of retail 
alcohol sale (PCDD #7) 

Server training programs (PCDD #7) 

Greater attention devoted by states to roadway markings (PCDD #16) 

Encouragement by government and non-governmental groups of 
citizens to report drivers under the influence CPCDD #20) 

3.6 

2.6 

2.3 

Youth 

PRESIDE!VTIAL COMMISSIONRECOMMENDATIONS 
_.. The survey respondents were asked to what extent the following recommendations of the Presidential Commission 

have been implemented. The mean scores are given below on a scale of 1 to 5. 
1 - 3 9 A 5 

not at all fully 

School curricula on alcohol and drugs that explicitly addresses the 3.3 
issue of impaired driving (PCDD #4) 

Alcohol and drug programs sponsored by athletic clubs and 
youth organizations (PCDD #4) 

Juvenile offenders required to participate in programs which closely 
follow the requirements for adult offenders (PCDD #38) 
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!lI¶lisM insastatze-by~teanalysis ofthe in@mntation 
Presidential CXma.isim ions. Al _ -y speak-of 

of the 

being39 Stim, in fact, sme ions amtain multiple 
ins 59 specific ims. Eachisiderrtifiedby 
ion rnmber, e.g. 

To arrive at an -toftbern' iriplementation, k~e 
calcula~themeansaoreoftPresurvey V' mratm. @llhese mean 
scoreswerethenoonvertedaooo~totbRfoll~~~~tion. Ifthe 
mE!ansCxxewas~tween1.0- 1.9 we deciw to consider it 92ni~@~.~@ If 
the mean sax-e was between 2.0 - 3.9 
iJlplesnented."Ifthemeanscarewas 

iM ittobe "partially 
.o - 

hplemented.ll 
5.0, we considered it Vul.ly 

Inoxdertoreceivearatirrgatall,werequir& alninimmof 
three lLl2spm for that Iflessthanthree~ts 
fmnaparticahrstate 
%ot sufficient infomati~n.~~ 

weassignedi.tanW~ idicating 
skmm.riz&beluw: 

Mean 4.0 - 5.0 = fully ilpl 09 

I4fa.n 2.0 - 3.9 = partially ix@ (P) 

I4t2an 1.0 - 1.9 = unhplmted (spaceleftblank) 

Iessthanw xxspmes = insufficient data (N) 
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Ihe followiq item is a acenpilation of the mxmmmdations made 
bythepresidential ooarmission inits report. The findings 
zwmledbythis -tsuggestthatthese 39 maammdations 
have stcodthetestof fiveyearsandareas rekvanttcxlayaswhen 
theywerefirstoffered. Manyoft%e&staclesthatarecitedin 
~~~~dbeameliorated,atleastin~,ifstatesand . axmnitiesmuldtiertakeamstamed effort to iqlement the 
systernsapp~&outlinedintheFcDD~ti. 

Ofallthe remmembtions contained inthe Presidential 
Gzmmissionrepcti, theNational Cmtmission~ievesthatonlyone 
needstobereformlated. The Presidential Ccamissionrecomm&d 
that states establishan illegal perselevel of .lO anda 
presumptive level of .08 (FCDD #23 and 24). In the intemening years 
sincetheirxqo~was~ishedconsidembleevidmcehas 
available abut the effects of relatively low levels of alcchol. 
Ithasnmbeenestablishedthatalldriversareixp&redat 
significantlylcwerlevelsthanpmimslyestimted. Therefore, the 
National Ccmissionnxxmer& thatstatesestablishan illegal per 
se level of .08 and a presuqtive alcohol level of .05. This 
remmmdationwas adoptedbytheNCADDBoa.rd of Directors at its 
annualmeetingon December 15, 1989. Withthisonewzeption, we 
stand behind the 39 rwxxmw&tionscontainedinthisre~~andurye 
allstatestoconsiderthemanew. 

kskmitz and Fkbinson. Effects of Lm Doses of Alcohol on 
DrivimjPmlated Skills: A Review of the Evidencz, Washington,<.C.: 
NHISA, 1988. 24 



ential Co&Ssion 
k Drivin 

The following 39 recommendations were made by the PCDD in its 1983 Report 

1. Public Information Campaign 
A media program should be developed and coordinated among 
appropriate agencies in each State, in cooperation with the 
private sector, to focus on alcohol use and abuse and their cor- 
relation to highway safety. Properly included should be informa- 
tion relating to new laws, fatalitres and injunes, arrests and current 
program activitres. Specifically, the program should have the 
followrng arms: 

11) 

i2j 

To increase public awareness of the risks of a crash caused 
by drtnking and driving; 

To heighten the perceived risk of apprehension, especially 
by urging newspapers to report names and addresses of 
persons arrested and/or convicted of driving under the in- 
fluence, and also of those whose licenses have been sus- 
pended or revoked; 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

To encourage responsibility on the part of the general public 
to intervene In CNJI situations and to provide education on 
how to do so; 

To support private organizations in the establishment of pre- 
ventlon programs; and 

To foster awareness of the health benefits of safety belts, 
child restraint devices, and adhering to the 55 mph speed 
Irmit. 

Administration 
Each State should identify a single coordinating agency for public 
rnformatron and education programs to minimize or prevent issu- 
ance of contradrctory messages that confuse the public and en- 
danger long-term continuity of combined efforts. 

Media and lnfiuentials 
Editorial boards and media trade associattons shoufd encourage 
their associates and members to communicate with the public 
regularly about alcohol use and abuse and highway safety. 

Television and radio program managers and film makers should 
portray alcohol use and abuse and highway safety in a respons- 
rble manner, and. where appropriate, use program content to 
communicate with the public about the problem of driving under 
the influence. 

The clergy in each community should periodically remind their 
congregatrons about therr responsibility for highway safety, par- 
trcularty in regard to alcohol use and abuse. 

Medical schools and associations shoutd give a high priority to 
alcohol use and abuse Issues in their curricula and organizational 
agendas. Physicians should be encouraged to educate their 
patients. 

a. Youth Programs 
The best hope for prevention lies In teaching people how to pre- 
vent drunk driving among those tn their own social circles-family, 
friends, nerghbors. and co-workers. Young people must be a 

primary focus, both because they are at greatest risk for involve- 
ment in motor vehicle crashes and because their drivtng and 
drinking habits are stall in the formative stages. Programs must 
include a variety of curricular and extra-curricular educational 
acttvities: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Curricula concerning alcohol, drugs and other impairments 
on the body and their relationship to highway safety should 
be included as part of general school curricula promotrng 
values clarification and decision making skills. Trarnrng for 
teachers and school counselors is an essential Ingredient. 

Extracurricular programs in junior and senior high schools 
and in colleges shoufd be publicized and encouraged. 

Driver education programs should include information on the 
effects of alcohol, drugs, and other impairments on the body. 

Athletic clubs and other youth cqanizaticns sho& establish 
programs for members at-d their peers concerning tre use an3 
abuse of alcohd, drugs, and other impairments on the body. 

5. Gan6faloutresch 
Corporations and industry trade associations ‘labor organrzations, 
civic, fraternal, and social crganizatii should: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Develop and disseminate to employees and/or members pokey 
statements regarding the use and abuse of alcohd and alcohol’s 
relationshi to highway-refated deaths and injuries, at-d ample- 
rnent these policies at compenysponsoced events. 

Implement educational programs directed toward their empfoy- 
ees and customers concerning the problems caused by driving 
under the influence and the sofutfcns avaitable. 

Implement employee assistance programs to deal with em- 
ployees’ alc&&sm problems 

Beccme active advocates and participants in focal or State 
endeavors to reduce driving under the influence. 

6. Motor Vehkle Related Industrtes 
Motor vehicle manufacturers and dealers should include in their 
owner’s manuals, advertrsrng programs, showrooms, and local 
sates efforts information on the hazards of combining alcohol use 
and driving and the benefits in reducing death and injury of using 
safety belts and child restraints and adhering to the 55 mph speed 
limit. 

Insurance companies should include in their policy btllings. adver- 
tising and sales materials, and agent information kits, information 
on the hazards of combinrng alcohol use and driving and the 
benefits in reducing death and injury of using safety belts and 
child restraints and adhering to the 55 mph speed limrt. 

25 
Gasoline stations and motor vehicle repair shops should display 



signs informrng their customers of the law and their responsibility 
relatrng to the hazards of combining alcohol use and driving and 
the benefits In reducrng death and injury of using safety belts and 
chrld restraints and adhertng to the 55 mph speed limrt. 

7. Akoholic Bewerage kd.4stries and Servers 

9. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

32. 

The beer, wine and drstrlled spirits industries at the producer, 
wholesale and retail levels should either initiate or expand ed- 
ucational programs to warn the public of the hazards of drinking 
and craving. 

Package stores. bars, restaurants, fraternal and social organiz- 
attons. and other establrshments having an alcoholrc beverage 
lrcense should display signs informing customers of the laws relat- 
ing to a!cohol use and hrghway Safety. 

Aicohollc Beverage Cor,:rol Commissions should encourage 
owners of retail establishments which serve alcoholic beverages 
to provide their employees with education on alcohol use and 
abuse and highway safety. 

Schools for bartending should provide education and training 
concernrng alcohol use and abuse and highway safety. 

Party hosts should be provtded information on ways of entertain- 
ing that help prevent the abuse of alcohol at social functions and 
on methods of interventng to prevent intoxicated guests from 
driving. 

Hi&nuns l&gal Purchasing Age 
States should Immediately adopt 2 1 years as the minrmum legal 
lurchasing and public possession age for all alcoholic bever- 
iges. 

-egislation at the Federal level should be enacted providing that 
:ach State enact and/or matntain a law requiring 21 yearsas the 
ninmum legal age for purchastng and possessing all alcoholic 
)everages. Such legislation should provide that the Secretary of 
he Unrtea Stares Department of Transportation disapprove any 
)rclect under Sectron 106 of the Federal Aid Highway Act (Title 
!3, Unlted States Code) for any State not having and enforcing 
;ach a law. 

hwrl Shop Laws 
;tates should enact “dram shop” laws establrshing liability against 
iny person who sells or serves alcoholic beverages to an rndr- 
cldual who is visibly rnioxicated. 

Alcoholic Beverage Consumption in Motor Vehicles 

State and local governments should prohibit consumption of al- 
coholic beverages in motor vehrcles and prohrbit the possession 
of open alcoholic beverage containers in the passenger com- 
partments of motor vehrcles. 

Program Financing 
Legislation should be enac?ed at the State and local levels which 
creates a dedicated iundrng source rncluding offender fines and 
tees tor increased efforts in the enforcement, prosecution, ad- 
judrcation. sanctmrng, educa!ron and treatment of DUI offenders. 

Citizen and Public Support 
C&Zen Support Grassroots citizen advocacy groups 
should be encouraged to continue fostering awareness of the DUI 
problem, to cooperate with government offrcrals, prosecutorsand 
judges to deal more effectively with the alcohol-relatedcrashpro- 
blem, and to encourage the development of personally respons- 

Task Forces: Stat@ and local governments should crea?e task for- 
ces of governmental and non-governmental leaders to Increase 
public awareness of the problem, to apply more effectrvely DUI 
laws, and to involve governmental and non-governmental leaders 
in action programs. 
National Body: A non-governmental body of public and private 
leaders should be established at the nationai level to ensure a 
continuing !ocus on efforts to ccmbat driving under the influence. 

13. Crfminal Jum §ystenl support 

Priority: Wice, prosecutors and courts shcu!d publicly 
assign a high priority to enforcing DUI statutes. 
Rawng: Pdice. prosecutors, judges and other related justice system 
personnel shoukl participate in entry level and annual in-service traw- 
ing programs esttiished to improve the detection, prceectitron, and 
adjudication of DUI offenders. 

Legal Updates: Prosecutors shculd provde local enforcement agen- 
cies and courts WIH-I periodic legal updates on developments and/or 
changes in the DUI laws. 

Legs/System Review: The Chief Justice or highest appellate judge in 
each State, in the interest of uniformity and effectrveness, should con- 
vene an annual meeting of all components of the tegal system to 
reviewtheprogressandprcblemsre!ating toDUIoffensesand issuea 
report on the results 

14. %achg and R 
Record System: prosecutors and courts shoutd cdlect and 
repon DUI apprehertsrcn, charging and sentencrng mnformation to the 
state licensing authority. Convrctrons on military and Federal lards. 
mncluding lndran trrbal lards, shouM alsoba reported. The State licens- 
ing authority must maintain a traffic records system capable of track- 
ing offenders from arrest to convrctlon or other drspcettion. including 
sanctions Imposed by both judicial and Ircensing authoritres. This sys- 
tem should also be used for evaluatron purposes. 

Untorm Trai%c T&et. State and local governments should adopt a 
statewide uniform traffic ticket system. 

Driver license Compact Each State should adopt the Driver License 
Compact and the one lrcense/cne record pdcy, while also utilizing 
the National Driver Register. 

15. Safety BM and ChUd Restraiint U 
States shculd enact safety belt and c 

16. bnprowed fxbadway Deli 
States shcutd give increased attention to improvements In roadway 
markings and signrng. and roads&e hazard visibi&y as Important 
countermeasures to alcohol-reMed highway crashes. 

17. 3electiw tEnfoncemant and Road 

Police agencies should apply selective enforcement and dher in- 
novative techniques, includrng the use of preliminary breath testrng 
devices and judicially approved roadblocks. to achieve a high per- 
ception of rrsk of detection for driving urder the influence. 

88. chemlcel Tesmg 
lmphed Consent: Each State should establish an “rmpl~ed ccnssnt* 
statute which provtdes that all drivers licensed in that State are 
deemed to have given their consent to tests of blood. breath or urine 
to determine their alcohol or drug concentration. Ths statute 
should pro&e: 
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Sufficiently severe license suspensions to discotrrage drivers from 
refusing the test. 
That a test refusal can be rntroduced at a DUI trial as evidence of con: 

ible drinkrng/drrving behavior. 



19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

,.a 

25. 

28. 

sclousness of guilt. 
That offenders who are unconscious or othew$se incapable of refusal 
are deemed to have given their co+?sent to a test, the results of which 
are admissable n any triil or proceeding. 
That an Individual’s nght to consult his att@n& may not be permitted 
to unreasonably delay admlnistration of the test 
That results of preltminary breath test devices be admissable in the 
DUI trial procedlngs. 
That refusals in stster States shall result in liiense suspensions n the 
State of driver residence. 
Prel,m/nary Breath Tes2u-g States should enact a statute allowing the 
use and admissibility in evidence of Preliminary Breath Test (PBT) 
devices by police officers 

Pol!ce Choice of Chem/ca! Tests: The arresting officer should deter- 
mane the appropriate chemical test or tests to be administered to the 
driver suspected of. drlvlrg under the influence. 
Mandarory BAC Test; States should require mandatory alcohol and 
other drug testing of: (1)all drivers fatally injured, and (2) where there is 
probable cause to suspect alcohol involvement. ail drivers involved in 
a fatal or serious personal injury crash. 

Booking Procedures 
Laws, policies, and procedures should be adopted to expedite 
arrest, booking and charging procedures. 

Citizen Reporting 
Citizens should be encouraged by governmental and non-WV- 
err-mental groups to report drivers under the influence. 

Piea Bargaining 
Prosecutors and courts shouki not reduce OUI charges. 

Definition of BAC 
States should enact a definition of breath alcohd concentration and 
make it illegal to drive or be in control of a motor vehicle with a breath 
alcohol concennatlon above that defined level. 

0.08 Presumptive Level ot Under the kWernxi 
LegisJation should be enacted which provides that a person ti an 
alcohol concentram of 0.08 is presuned to be driving under the 
tnfluence. 

0.1onegalPer8e 
Leglslatlon should be enacted making it &al per se for a person with 
an aicchd concentratcn of 0.10 OT higher wtin three hours of arrest to 
drive of be in actual physical control of a motor vehicle. 

Prosecutors should initlate wopriate appelhte acticns to ellSwe judi- 
clal ccmpbnce with statutory mandates @verrmg DUI cases. 

iblandetory Bentenoing 
Sentencing of DUI Offenders: The sentence reccmme r&d herein 
upon ccnvicticn of driving under the influence should be mandatory and 
not subject to suspensron or p&&n Speciftcally, the reccrnmerr 
data-s are that 
All states establtsh mardatciy substantialnnniimum fines fq DUI offen- 
ders with correspordingly higher mardatory minimum &-es for re- 
peat offenders 
Any person convicted of a first vidatii of driving under the influence 
should receive a mandatory license suspension far a period of not less 
than9Odayspiusassgrmentof lC0hc4.irsofccmmunityserviceora 
minimum jail sentence of 48 consecutive hours 

27. 
Causing death 01 se&us bodily injury to others while driving under the 
imIuenceshc&be&ssifi&asafebny. 

28. court Add- 
Speedy Trials: DUI casesat the Vial level should be concluded within 60 
days of arrest Sentencing should be accomplished wtin 3Odays The 
appellate process should be expedited an3 concluded within 90 
WS. 
FarXc Ir&orts: To relieve ccul congesti at-d to focus attention on 
WI cases, minor traffic infractions shwld be ad@cated by sim@ified 
and informal procedures. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

Rrr-convletkn- 

Preconvicticn cliversion to aW-id educariwl or alcohd treatment pre 
grams SW ba dinat&. A finding M the charge st-culd be ren- 
dered and pat%cpatii in education ot treatment programs should then 
become a condition of sentencing. 

Presentence lnwMlga8on 
Before sentencing, a court should &tain and consder a presentence 
investigation report detarling the defendant’s drivtng and criminal 
record, and, where possible, an alcohol problem assessment report. 
In all cases an alcoW pfoblem assessment repcx-t should be com- 
pleted by qualified personnel prior to the determinanon o$ an educa- 
tton or treatment plan. 

Vicllm RestWon: Any person convicted for driving under the in- 
fluence who causes per-1 injury or property damage should 
pay restitution. 
Him~nation of Sankrupfcy Loophole: The United States Congress 
should enact legislation which eliminates the possbhty that a drunk 
driver, judged civilly liable, will be able to escape the penalties of civil 
actii by filing for bankruptcy. 
Victim Assrstance: State and local governments and private and 
volunteer cfganlzatii should provtde assistance to victims of 
WI offenders. 
V&m Impact Statements: State and local governments or couris by 
rule should require victim impact statements (Including oral or written 
statkments by victii or survivors) prior to sentencing In all cases 
where death or serious injury results from a DUI offense. 

32 Administmtive Per Se Ucense Suspension 
States should enact legislation to require prompt suspenson of the 
license of drivers charged with driving under the influence, upon a 
hnding that the driver had a BAC of 0.10 In a legally requested and 
properly administered test. The prompt suspension should a@ 
extend to those who refuse the test, as well as those who are drtwng m 
vioiat~on of a restricted Incense. Such suspenston may be carried out 
by the arresting law enforcement agency, the court upon arraign 
merit. or the administrative agency charged with license admln+=- 
ticn. There should be a reciprocity among States to assure a drlvsh 27 

Anypersonconvicteddasecml~~ddnvingunder~irr 
hence wittwn five years should receive a mar&tory m ~1 sen- 
terce of 10 days at-83 license revocatii for not less than one yea. 

Any person cwlvicted of a third o( s&sequent vidati of dnvlrg under 
the ir@er+e within five years should receive a mar&tory mintmum jajl 
sentence of 120 days ard license revocation fa not less than three 
ye= 

SentenCrng o~~cense WOk?OrS: States should eMCt a StaMe requiring 
a mar&&-y jail sentence of at least 30 days foi any person c~mcted of 
driving lath a suspended OT revoked license & m &i&on of a restnctton 
due to a WI convictron 



33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

license suspertsion by the home State If the driver meets these con- 
ditiofs a another State. 

Each State driver licensing authority shcukl review its practice of issu 
ing Occupational Hardship Driver Licenses following suspension or 
revocation and estab4tsh strict unrform standards relative to issuance 
at-d control of such limited driving privileges. These licenses should 
tx issued only in exceptional cases. In no event should this be done 
for repeat offenders. 

Alcohol treatment and rehab,l,taf/on programs should be available 
for individuals judged to need such services The programs shoufd be 
tailonzd to the ri-dividual’s needs, and the individual should be as- 
signed to such programs for a length of time determrned by treatment 
personnel and enforced by court prdoatkn. 
Stare Insurance commissioners shculd require arbd/cx State @is- 
iators should enact legislation requiring health insurance providers to 
include coverage fcx the treatment and rehabilitation of alcoho4 and 
other drug dependent persons in all health insurance p&&s. 

37. 
f%xwkamI lkense ror Young Ddvers When assignments are not ccmpfii with, the carts or the adminis- 
States shcd~ld adopt laws providing a provisional licerce for young tratrve licensing agency must take steps to impose further restrictions 
begrnner drivers which would be withdrawn for a DUI convictron or an on driving privileges or to assess further penalties as spelled out in the 
impM consent refusal. original sentence. 

Ucensing Information 
Driver Llcenslng Manuals should discuss the relationship of al- 
cohol and drugs to highway safety and include the penalties for 

arrest and convictron of drtving under the influence. 
Moror Vekcle Admrnistrafors should include in license and motor 
vehrcle regtstratlon renewal applications information on the re- 
lationshrp of aicohd at-d drugs to highway safety. 

DrIveri hcense fxammafions should include questi specifically 
designed to determine the applcant’s knowledge of the relationship 
of alcohd and drugs to highway safety, as well as his or her un- 
derstandrng of the laws governing such conduct 

A records reporting system should be available to assure that in- 
dividual offenders assigned to education cr treatment services do In 
fact comply with the assignments, and to make information on com- 
pliance available to motor vehicle administration officials at the Bme of 
appearance for relicensing. 
Offenders should be required to appear in person to request return of 
driving privtleges and shoutd be given appropriate tests to determine 
their level of knowledge about alcohd and its relation to highway 
safety, as well as about the laws governing operation of a motor vehi- 
cle while under the influence of afcohd. 

Assignment Process 

36. 

39. 

Juventle offen&e 
Juvenile offenders should be required to participate in a program 
whtch closely fdlows the requirements for adult offenders. 

RehabGabon and educaflon programs for individuals convicted of 
driving urder the Influence should be provided as a st$piement to 
other sanctions and not as a replacement for thcee sanctions. 
Resentence mvestigalon, including alcohol assessments conduc- 
ted by quaNed personnel, should be available to all ccurts in order to 
appropriately class@ the defendant’s problem with alcohol. Repeat 
offenders shou!d be required to undergo medical screening fcr 
alcohdtsm by a physician trained In alcoholism, an alcoholism coun- 
selor, or by an approved treatment facility. 
Alcohol EducaDon programs should be used only for those first offen- 
ders v. ho are cls.sif~ed as social drinkers and for those who have had 
no previous exposure to alcchd education programs. Problem drin- 
kers and repeat offenders should be referred to more intensive 
rehabllltabor programs 

Aclministrative 
State standards, criteria and review procedures should be estab- 
fished for alcohol education schools, treatment and rehabilitation 
services, and community service programs. A State agency 
should be assigned responsibility to certify to the courts the 
alcohol education and treatment and rehabilitation programs that 
meet established criteria and standards. This same agency 
should make efforts todraw upon and rnvolve appropriate existing 
programs, e.g., employee assistance programs. 
States should develop and implement an on-going statewide 
evaluation system to assure program quality and effectiveness. 
Individuals shcufd be assessed fees for education 01 treatment and 
rehabilitation services at a level sufFtciint to cover the costs. 
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LJZGISLATI'VE 

The firstsectionofoursurvey 
focused on the legislative 
procfzss.Wewemintem&&in 
leamingwhohasexh.ibited 
leadershipontheissueofdrunk 
driving intheirstate,~t 
ob6tacles have been enamdad in 
efforts to pass drunk driving 
legislation, and what else the 
mzspondents felt was needed to have 
an effective package of drunk 
driving legislation in their state. 

The responseswereceived 
highlighted the fact that citizen 
activist grow have been the major 
catalyst of legislation since 
enmyingonthescene inthe late 
1970’s and early 80's. Tobbying 
by concerned citizen&~ was cited as 
themstimportantfactorin 
getting drunk driving legislation 
passed, and citizen organizations 
werecitedevenmxefrequmtly 
thanGovernorsasexercising 
foremcstleadershiponthe issueof 
dmnkdriving. 

The list of ob5tacles 
enaxmtered in efforts to pass 
drunk driving legislation was 
lengthy and testifies to the 
tenacitythatproponentsofsuch 
legislation must often possess. 
MorethanlOOuniquepmblemswere 
identified. In ordex to analyze 
than, we assigned them to agents of 
responsibility. Not surprisingly, 
problenr; involvingthelegislators 
thernselvesrankedfkst. 25 
pe.rcmtofthe respo&mtscited 
such problems as the failure of 
legislators to recognize the 
seriousness ofthednmkdriviq 
problem, the apathyoflegislators, 
or obstruction by a key 
legislator. Not all problems with 
legislators, homver,were 

attrikmted to a lack of legislative 
-abouttheisslle. 

!iEgTzF 
also recognized that 

erencesofopinionover 
hmtoaddmsstheprdblemofLwI 
existamqlegislato~;comems 
abmt violations of civil rights 
and excessively harsh penalties for 
off- also emerged as 
ob6tacles. Divisions of opinion 
withinthelegislatummirmmd 
differences amorq socieQ at 
1aqe;the American Civil Liberties 
Unionwascitedseveraltimesasan 
oppomnt arkA inpdbent in efforts 
to pass legislation. 

The secord major category of 
&staclescenteredonthe 
activities of the ak&ol beverage 
irlduey. 23 pen=ent of the 
lxspo~declaredthatthe 
alcoholbeverageindtustryand 
alcoholretailershave iqeded 
efforts to pass dmnk drivirq 
legislation, primarily thrmgh 
lobbyingbutalsoonoccasion 
thmughcontributionstopolitical 
candidates. Theiroppositionto 
dramshoplawsandraisingthe 
drinkingageto21--in 
particular. 

The third major obstacle, ard 
one cited by 14 pement of the 
respondm,wthedetr- 
influmceoflawyem. A 
significant number of mqoMenk 
carplainedthatthepassageof 
drunk driving legislation is . 
-w-wh?w~f- 
atbmeys. The influfmoe of the 
defemebarismagnified,accozdi.q 
~~AY~large 
numbeE30f1awy~~inginstate 
legislatures. 

Tthese msponms critidizing the 
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influenceofdefenseattorrmys 
offered the first gliqse of a thane 
that withincmas~clarity 
iSlth?!SWX~. The.mseemtobea 
widespmidpemeptio~thatthecunA 
system is slwwed in favor of the 
defeldant.Mhnyaavoca~ofdn5nk 
drivkq canrtermeasures identified 
thecmrtsystemasamajorlocusof 
pmbh~~,aplacewherethesystexs 
~machtodnmkdrivixqtendsto 
breakdawn. Brtofthepr~Nem, 
resporderrtssuggested,~~ 
orientation that favors the rights of 
dffeders at the =F==Of , legitima~cmfmmitylnterests 
traffic safety. That orimtati2, 
they-, canbediffiailtto 
charqewhenthereexistsavocal 
lcbbyofdef6mseattomeyswho6e 
outlookissharedbylawyemservixq 
inthelegislature. 

Thefimlquestioninthis 
category--~ 
identifywhatelsewasneeddin 
their state to have an effective 
package of drunk driving 
legislation. Thequesticmwas 
intmtiomllyleftopen-ended, arki 
twotypesofzwponsswen? 
received. mefirstconsistedof 
specific laws which the rwpoMm& 
felMheirstatesshalld~. me 

cited m 
was admhhtmtive per 

ens, which rE?ceiM * -me. The 
Soptim of addnidmtive per se 
laws was called for in virtually 
everystatethatdoesnotp-y 
utilizethem. I&e&her 
-*&received 
widespread suppoti wa§ loww illegal 
perseB?Clevds. 

T¶IeseCQndtypeofresponseto 
Whqw5tioncmcemedtheneoessary . nqmmmts for enactirq legislation 
rather than the adoption of specific 
mm-?hesetypesof 
reqomes accounted for three cut of 
thetcpfcurresponses,andtestified 
to the critical role of public 
opinion in s&&q the legislative 
agenQ. -==Po== Iinm.&d~ 
need for increased public sqqort and 
greaWr@Scp-, achaxqein 
plblicattitude,mregrassrmts 
efforts, and increased @lit 
infoLmatic-f~.Wwptiyy, . 
continual efforts am still & 
to informthegeneral~licabout 
thepd&5nofdrunkdriving;social 
disapproval ofdrmkdrivingmnains 
insufficiently strwng. 

31 



The 1980's have been the decade 
Ofthedeterrence IIcdelafta 

experinmtswithlesspmitive, 
treatmerrt-oriented~mtiprwed 
urwm=essfulinreducirlgdrunk 
drivhq in the 1970's. The picture 
ofenfo3xxm?nt practicesthatemerges 
fmncur!St&ysee3lIstorevealtwo 
tIhemes. First,ofallthecanpanents 
-M-sins me systenrs an==& 
enforcement - to have achieved 
thebighestlevel. of iuplemmlxtion. 
Semd,whileapemepticnexists 
that enfo- officials have done 
amasonablygadjob,thecurmnt 
level ofenfo -t appears to have 

stabilized or even slipped fmu that 
achimzd in past years. 

~-~respondents-~ 
have a positive pwxeption of the 
efforts of enforcemnt agencies. 
~~Survey,~ 
periodicallyaskdhowseriouslythe 
reqmdentsfeltvariousm 
treatedthe issueofdmnkdrivirq. 
Ofthesevengmupsamred, law 
enfort2emmt officials received the 
highest overall marks. The mean 
sco~~!~aregivenklc~onascaleof 
one to five. AaxpletebmiMomof 
thesevengroupsbyindividualsta~ 
isincl~inAppendix4. 

1 . . . . . . 2 . . . . . . 3 . . . . . . 4 . . . . . . 5 
nutserious very sericas 

Law enfolramen t officials mean = 4.1 
Tup state officials n-win = 3.8 
Gemxal pklic mean = 3.5 
statelegislature mean = 3.4 
Pnseatom and judges mean = 3.4 
YUlth mean = 3.0 
Retail alccholvdors IrEan = 2.2 

Byawidemaqin,lawenforcemmt 
officials were seen to treat the 
prablemof UWI: farmreseriaNy 
-any*graup* 

Thetzecord measumthatsuggests 
a favombleperceptionoflaw 
enforcemfmt efforts was derived fmn 
anagregaticnofquestions ixquirw 
abulttheextenttoti&tbe 
Presidential c2mmission 
rwmmendtiollshadbeen 
i-n@- onthesumey,we 

divid&ltheEDD recanmrendationsinto 
10 categoriestiaskdthe 
mqmnhkstora~onascaleofone 
tofivetheextenttowhicheach 
mamnfx&tionhadbeenimplemented 
intheirstate. Takingthemean 
scoresofallquestionswithin~& 
category, w? discovw that the 
mpepceivedthatthe 
enfo-tmhadbeen 
FrtplementedmQ~fullythananyother 
catqoryofcmm~. The 
results are as follWs: 
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1 . . . . . . 2 . . . . . . 3 . . . . . . 4 . . . . . . 5 
notatall ful1yi.q1- 

EM0- mean = 3.2 
-tions 

YUlth mearn = 3.1 
remmmdations 

wPn-iFPn-i;F*=J state mean = 3.0 
recarmendatim 

publicinformation mean = 3.0 
reaxmmhtions 

Licensing mean = 2.8 
remmmdatim 

FTmecutianarwladjudication mean = 2.7 
reammdations 

Citizera involvement 
mamnemhticns 

Prevention 
2xxmmMations 

~-=-w-a 
toratetheachievmentsoflaw 
enforcenrrent acjencies quite high when 
czzgamdtotidri\ring 
ctzam-inotherareas,an 
cvewiewofthe5Ostatessuggesb 
thatwidelydiveqent levelsof 
activity exist. Horecver,nosix~~le 
nationwidetrend seemstoexist. 
While sam3 states are etperimw an 
m inlevels OfenfOIIcemnt 
(e.g. Ohio an3 New I%mpshb which 
WY resumdcomhctingscbriety 
chezkgointsafterahiatusofseveral 
yfBrs),othe.rsta~appeartobe 
sufferingfrandeclilIe!Sh 
enfom activities. (Oregan, for . 3.mtmce hasexperiemeda50 
percent hecline in the size of its 
state police force inthelast 
Me, frnn more than 700 officers 
to 370.) 

!Dmqkxsti~ontlaesurvey~ 
designed to elicit information abak 
howcurnmtenfo~activity 
~tothatin~past. Fimt, 
weaskedmhawthelevelof 
arrests czxqwed in1989 tolevels in 

mean = 2.6 

mean = 2,4 

1983 and 1985. 41peroent of the 
mindicatedthatthe- 
ofarrestshad-intheir 
stateduringthattiltu?. 21pement 
oftherespandentsdec1aredthatan 
initial arrest in the mid 1980's had 
been follmed by a s&xqumt 
decline. AIIdl2percentof~ 
respondentsstatedthattherehad 
been a general decline since 1983. 

Whenaskedwhatfactorsthey 
believedaffecfxdthecixmge in 
arrest rates, the survey ltEqxmdents 
citedavarietyofexplanationstich 
madeitdifficulttointeqmtthe 
relationship between the nu&er of 
amestsandthelevelof 
enfo3rcxsmt. i!zknnerespondents 
intezprebdadeclineinarrestsasa 
positive autcane n?suxingfmn 
greaterlevels ofpoliceamnitment, 
uw=reasedpublicawaremss,and 
greaterfearamorgmtmistsof 
prehension. Othersinbrpxx&edit 
as a negative develogment and a sign 
ofdecreasedpoliceattentiontothe 
prcblermoft%JI. 
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Thesecondquestionabart 
enforuzmntactivity provid6dmre 
elusive information. Inthat 
question we asked respondents to 
describetheuseofsobriety 

c4ledpints in 1983 and cmpare that 
rateofusagetotoday. Achoiceof 
five kvels of usage was offered. 
Thetablebelow summarizesthe 
resulrts: 

1983 1989 RateofUse 

4% 
3 

usedfmquentlyby~locdlities 
6% used fmquentlybya few localities 
4% UsedCxxBs 14% ionally by m localities 
34% usedoazksionally~a few localities 
39% vi.rkuallynolocalitiese\rerusethgm 

Thetableabcwesqgestsa 
gmeralincreaSintheuseof 
sobriety &e&points between 1983-89 
intemsofbothextensivenessard 
iity. Whenwe examinethedata 
ona state-by-statebasis, however, 
we find significant variations: 
-16 states shmed a slight increase 
in activity since 1983; 
-1Ostatessh~adeclinein 
activity since 1983; 
-24sWzesplusFuertoRicoandthe 
District of Colmbia showed 
approximatelythesamelevel of 
activity. (See w 1 for a 
listingoftherepxtedweof 
sobrietychckpints inthe 
states.) 

In five of the ten states when3 
respondentkreportedadeclineinthe 
useof&@ckpoints,the~l~was 
attrihkedtocourtdecisions 
declarhqtheuseofdmzkpoints 
unconstitutional. Curia&y, in 
three of these five states (Georgia, 
Maryland,andWashingtcsl)~stati 
ZgpellateCourt did-m 
unfavorable decisions, kut acbally 
ruled favorably on the use of 
&eckpoints. missucpststhat- 
confusionmayexistaboutthecutamz 

of these cases andthateven 
I.mmaxSfulchallexPggslnay 
contributetothe ionthat 
scbriety checkpoints are 
unconstitutional. The two scbriety 
fzhedpoint cases pelxsng before the 
U.S. sup- cgurt in the 1990 
sessionmayservetoclarify 
~estionsabouttheconstitutionality 
ofcheckpoinw 

---w-* 
intmxiews,theNationalCXmmussion 
cbtaineda considerableamwntof 
information onthep~lemsthat 
hinder effective eabforcenent of dnxlk 
driving laws. Theprincipal 
limitation isthe finitesupply of 
funk for -ASP-. 
Insufficient xwcumz5wascitedas 
prublemby54pwcentofthesuwey 
xYqmmes. meprxbleinoflimitgd 
re5ommsismadenmreacutebythe 
factthatIX%Cenforcemnt at tims 
gives way to cr* which are 
pemeivedtokemreserims. 7 

a 

peroent of the z -x&lF 
ofdiv~ionsof 
to other higher priority arw5. 
Given this situation it bemmes even 
moreiqerativethatthemforcment 
-wotedtom 
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driving, 
used efficiemtly. 

officer time, be 
? 

fZhF?yO~~ti. 

imtervi-cit-sd 
of law?s and 
excessive the offioer's 
tirmeandmy&ter~~o~of 
dnmkdrivim~laws. Theee inch&: 

-lawswhi&givep;he suspect 
rather than the offioer the choice of 
chemicaPti.Often~takingof 
a blood saqle will involve greater 
travel fmthesiteofarrestmd 
t&ealorge.rperiodoftimeto . . admmkerthanabmathlxst. 
Repeatoffer&x?slearntorxLque& 
suchtests,kpingthattheofficer 
Inaybereluetantto~theextra 
timeto&tainsuchatestaMthat, 
inthetimeUlatelapses,theirlBAc 
levelsmaydecline; 

- laws which r-6xpim two 
sequentialbrehhtests.InNorth 
~linaaIIa3X&X?d drivermay 
sulmittothefimtbreathtest, 
learnthatitrevealsanalahol 
mncentmtionabmethelegdllimit, 
arxlrefusetotakeaseoondtest. 
WithoutthesecomItest,smejMges 
holdthatthefirsttestis . madmhmbleasevidenoe. 

-lawswhi&l require officess to 
attend administrative per se heariqs 
inperson, xatherthandy 
suhittirq an affidavit. The nature 

of the sffense dreducetk 
for pexs @=w?tb 
establish prcbable causa 

-=P=== 
of tm offi- at the cperation of a 
breaUm.lyzer. 

Themstf~ycited 
abstacles to hinder the effectiveness 
ofmenfo-, llcndever, had 
not+qtodowiththearrestarrd 

- 
i?2ZZSp 

l.equhd of 
--#they- 

what hap&~9A after an officer makes 
~-;theyconoernedtEe 
proaxuesofthealu?ksysteanand 
the frustration officers scxnetti 
qxrienceinwitmessinghcwthe 
crMnaljusticesystemhaMleslBI 
OffenIers. Inx-eqometo~ 
questicm%hatohtaclesexistto 
more effective enforcesr\ent of 
drinkirqarxIdrivi.q inycarstatx,~' 
tm0fthexZ6tfrequentanswers~ 
1) theapathy, lackoftrainigand 
leniencyofjudges,and2)an 
ove&m%medcourtsysteminmpable 
0fadjudicatirqIMIcases 
qqediticusly. These survey 
respQIlses en@asize the extent to 
tiChthf262IlfO-~ 

adjudic&ionsystemsare irhrlinked 
andamtheimpactthat 
problemintheamrtsystemcanhave 
on enforcsanent. 
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ADJUDICATI 

B2u.KJhtheanalogyofaspoked 
wheelisoftenimvolcedtodescr~ 
thefz?ysksappm~to~ 
driving, the image is fstcm3ht 
misleadirrg. Each "spokes' of the 
systemisnot~. ?rhete5thny 
ofthemspondentsandtheexperience 
ofsta~clearlyrevealsthatan 
effective adjudicatory system is of 
preehnentimportar#=e. Ifajudicial 
system functions inefficimtly, 
averextendedp~mareforceca 
topleabaqainordismissczhaxyes; 
ala&lo1 offenses aredc%mgmdedand 
g~urm3cord&;tiosewitialcohol 
prablemgoundetectedandarecidi- 
vistsfall~thecra~. As 
officers recognize that the offenders 
they arrest go unprosearted, they 
g-xwdisheartened. Arreststypically 
ckcline,andeventiebestlawsin 
the world, unenforced, pmve futile. 

lbecxmnenkfromsurvey 
respotientsindicatethathmany 
locxilities the judicial systemhas 
reachedthepcintofnearcollapse. 
With the exception of 'Ia shortage of 
fur&," no other subject was as 
frequently declared an obstacle as 
the judicial system. Judgesand 
prosecutorsweremu&mdli@. 

imvolvirqthejudici~~ 
m three disthct categories; 

les in 

Li~img, 

theunderlyimgcause, a 

anowerburdenedcuurt 
!cargainimgandcharge * 
identifkdas problb3~3by 16percEEF 
Of the survey respordents, while 16 

uEl&of 
or co-i& 

the lack of 

5, Question 179, 

prCEEuto~.~v~lowestlaean 
score for any Presimtial eanwissicn 

ion was rece 

StateCh~.efJ~i@e~enesan 

Dm, incolnpar~to 
*g==~,judFges~~===to= 
werenotperceivedtitx&D4Ivery 
seriously. 0fthesevengrcq6we 
asked lL733pondents to assess, 
prosecborsardjudges2zz3nkbfifth, 
withoribyyouthandHzil ala&o1 

ivedtotreatthe 
1Y e=w 
weaskedtowhat 

non/Adjudicationrankedsixth 
lowest out of eight. 

when else is lIIeq&d 
for effective p~ion and 
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LICENSING 

Lkens~-tibeonearea 
w'herethesunqmsponkbfelt 
m~axldbedonetoaxbtdrunk 
drivirg. Procdms, technologies 
and sanctionswfiichmightcontr~ 
greatlytomzducingdrunkdrivirqare 
notbdngenplcyed, eitherbscauseof 
a lack of legislation or because of a 
la& of funding. 

when asked what ol3stacles . hmdemdthe ixqlemntationof 
licensingmeasures designedtoamkt 
dmnkdriving, M-e 
frequently cited a lack of 
legislative support or legislative 
mar&&e. ====IMny~~ 
urged the adoption of Wtive 
license sanctions, presumab ly it was 
thissanctiontowhichtheyoften 
werereferring. In fact, whenasked 
what else was needed for effective 
licensingintheirstxte,thesecoti 
lTc6tf~entresponsewas 
administrative license sanctions. 

Licensesanctionskxxenotthe 
onlyadministrativeactionwhich 
respon+ntsadvocated. Intemiewees 
frcan~tawerequickto 
recammendthat0therstates1earn 
frcmtheirexarrpleandadcpt 
administrative liofmse plate 
confiscation. InMimemta 
legislation has been passed 
authorizing the murts to seize the 
license plates of repeat offenders. 
Confiscation is possible for any 
offer&r who has three DWI violations 
in five years or faur or mxe 
violations in ten years. 'Itsp 
prcblemhaveemxyed, tier, to 
limitthe iqactofthislaw. 
l4cx2omto respordents, u-kc juaseS' 
unfamiliaritywithmtorvehicle 
registration records and their 
reluctancetotakethelicense plates 
fmna carneededbyanoffender~s 
family have led to relatively : 

infmqmtuseofthissanction. One 
intemieweestatedthatonly&azt 
300 plates, or 10 percent of the 
eligiblemmber,hadken 
confiscated. Therefore, legislaticm 
hasbegn-~-to 
mkethisanadmhktmtiveacti~, 
~ae$Ww34f=, of 4a.i.s 

ensurqthata 
k&her pe3rcenw of Izgn?at offenders 
are kept off the mad. 

. . Ikbmsbative license plate 
amfiscationholdsthepoesibilityof 
reducirgoneofthemcstdifficult 
problem facing licensing officials - 
thepmblemofpreventingofferkks 
frxandrivingonamspmdedor 
revokedlicense. l?eqxmbts offered 
fewckhercptionsthatheldaprmise 
fora&hssi.qthispmblezn. Whm 
asked what kids of efforts are made 
to folbw-up on persons 3xceiving 
licensesuspensionstoensurethat 
theyccanplywiththe5xspension, 40 
pemmtoftheI72spo~ts~ 
We, If It& m, It or *@lime. II 
Anadditional36pemmtstatedthat 
theyur&rfmoknoactionotherthan . . . mxeasedpenalties suchas 
ZEEZ jail if the 0ffeMe.r were 
rearrestad. Al~no~ 
mntimedthattheywemeqhying 
~amasure,severalofthem 

~~-ial cerise plates to repeat 
offe.miers. 

Alackoflqislative 
authorizationconstiM#e~ 
fmquentlycitedak&acle faciq 
licensing authex-ities. 9% SecQnd 
most freqmtobsbclewasalackof 
mney. In~fiing~telsewas 
neededin~irstate,~ 
xzqmW&scitgdalargemma3erof 
pmqosalswhichtidmquh 
subbntialfundstoimpl~ 
lheseraragedfrrantimto 
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--XBf@.E?KS driver licenses aM auWxities, his 
- le?hi.cles in 

dbeparbmentisbeing 
irrandhtedlwitinewfunctions~as 

istxation,bicycleandboat 
ion, anithe issuanwof 

§tat@I.D.cards, therebydiverting 
EMV off lcnal complained that just 

atth@tiuE~sonuch~ 
resourcesaway frmthelice.mirq 
agency's central respnsibilities. 

@ziqli~exists~upgradethe 
trackingcapabilityofli~ing 
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Ihe~titichW 
Presidtmtial C2xmission 
mamekIationsdeal.bqwith 
pmentionandplblic inforn&ion 
havebeen i~~@esnenteavaries 
9=-Y* Graupssuchasthemdia 
am3 influmtial axrcmityfiguxes 
rechxdhighmarksfmnsumey 
mspoMents for their efforts to 
pmmteanawamness of drunk driving 
prcbkxns,tilecardeale~~, 
autmk2bilemnufactumrs,andthe 
ala2holbtmxage industry received 
very law marks (See p. 17). 

Respomkntsperceivedlittlein 
thewayofpointofsale signsonthe 
dangersofdrunkdriving,Lxrt felt 
thatservertrainingp~were 
fairly widespread. l%e Alahol 
BeveragecontrolC2cmissions'kllere 
consideredtobethemajorprovider 
ofsem@rtraining,~ 
hotel/3xstaurantassociations,arkI 
theGmernors‘ HighaySafetyOffices 
alsobierecitedasbeiqactive in 
thepmmtionoftrainingpmgram. 
I&enaskedbhatelsewasrequimdto 
iqxwvepreventionprogram,one 
mqmdentsuggeskdtheneedfor 
National AlcoholSem2rTrainhg 
standards.Anhtervi~inNew 
Jerseynotedthat~thasocxxuTed 
theremaybemmeatrendthrmgbk 
the -try. InNewJerseythe 
Tavern Owners Association started its 
awn self-insurance fund WAen 
iIImmcepremiurrrsbecamecostlyand 
hardtoobtain. In order to join 
thisself-insuredpool,W 
Association reqires that a me&er's 
SxZWrsandtrainersparticipateina 
servertrainingprogram. 

Inadditiontosem2rtrainiq, 
citizen activist groups were 
perceivedtobean essential element 
of prblic information caqaigns. 
Suxveyrespotien~believedt.hat 

citizen grapes have had a significant 
inpact in the areas of public 
information~legislation,while 
exe&.sing scnnewfiatless~ctirl 
theam?asofenfo?Tament, 
pmseakion, adjudication, arki 
sentfming. 

Ihtemi~,on~other~, 
euqhasized the importance of citizen 
group for enforcement and 
sentencing. Ekmral state officials 
stress& the role court watchers play 
inensuriqthatjudgesimposetough 
sanctionsonW?Toffer&rs,while 
othersnukdtheimportantboc6tthat 
citizen involvement can give to law 
enforcemnt efforts. when an officer 
knawsthata amunitycmlitionwill 
holdanaward c2aemnytorecognize 
the officer with the most tHI 
arrests, or when citizen gxmups have 
expressed their willbqness totrack 
the cases of offenders armsted in a 
special enfo rcement operation, law 
enforcementofficersmaybem~ 
mtivab2dtotacklethescmetime.s 
unpleasantdulqofaz3xsting~ 
driving offenders. 

Whma&edaboutthestatwsof 
citizen grcups, m2spondents indicated 
that citizen groups had continued to 
grud since 1983 in term of 
IDmbeEup,influm,and 
visibility. Ofthethree,mmbemhip 
was credited by more 3cespotients with 
having~thaneither 
influenceorvisibility. 
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Yartplful drw and driving was 
pexeivedtobeverysericuspsxblem 
bymcstofcu.rsurvey~ 
Thehi~rat~of~~ioilon 
the swayasgiveninz-espmeto 
thequestion Vzowhatextmtdoyou 
considerya&hfwldrinkingaM 
drivirgtobeapmbleminyaur 
state." on a scale of a-5, the 
problemwasrateda4.3. ReqomWh 
clearly feelthatwhilea serious 
pmblemexists, pIxpledonot 
perceive ittobe apmblem. Asked 
howseriouslyur&zageyauthregard 
theproblem, respondentsassignedit 
a 3.0. Onlyretailalccholvendors 
wzreperceivedtobeatthepmblem 
lesssericuslythany~~~IA., 

Asinsomanyothepareas,~ 
mstfrequmtlycitedcbstacleinthe 
a=aofYaProgranrs wasthelack 
of funds. The need for fumii.q to 
develop and sustain education axti 
prevention program was lIE&? clear. 
Despite the factthatitwas~ 
singlemstntentionedpmblem,a1ack 
offundsdidnotemeqeasthetheme 
of this section. It%tead,tim 
theme was attitudes. !tbe rm& five 
c4Jstacles, fom.Jwing % lack of 

Inadditiontoaskingour 
qjuestions about olzstacles 

of 21. We asked both hx effective 
ithasbeenindeterr 
drunkdrivingandhow 
has been enfolxed. 
indicatedthatithasbeenenfo~~& 
quite well (3-5 on a scale of l-5), 
butthatithashadonlymdest 
success in de-w drunk drivirq 
(3.1) 
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GENERAL FINDINGS 

In addition to the specific 
fiJxSngsi.neachoftheten 
categories docmm tedabove, ax 
studymv~edanuukerofgmeml 
thmthatemerged-the 
courseofthepmject. lhesedidnot 
neatlyfitwithinanysinglecategory 
but carry important irrplications for 
future0tionsti 
pmgramnatic initiatives. 

lhefirstandperhapsm6t 
obviouscbse33mtionisthatdnmk 
drivingprograns andaxns 
arenotimpl-tedinavaanrm. 
They are debated, adopted, rejected 
orimplemmtedinaparticularsetof 

~tich~apttobe 
Znique to a stateorlomlity. These 
systemicfactorsexerta~ 
influencecverthesuccessofany 
given drunk driving cmunw, 
but often lie largely outside the 
controlofthosewhoareassigned 
responsibility for inplemntirq 
them. Examplesofsuchsystencic 
fatures includetheoqanizationof 
theanlrtsystem,the 
decentrdiization of political 
authority within a state, and the 
pmvisions of a state constitution. 

Whenaskf2d,forinsbnce,what 
factorsmightaccoun t for New 
Jersey's sua2s.s in ctal-battw drunk 
driving, several respondentscited 
thestate~sunifiedccurtsystem. 
Reqm~~IentsinNorthCamlina,onthe 
other hand, identified their state's 
archaic, cmvolutedaxrtsystemas a 
principalbpedhmt InCalifornia 
the tradition of st&kg cmnw 
government-~p~l~of 
unifomityinhandll~moffenders 
aMI makes it more difficult for the 
state to mandate countermeasures, 
especiallythosethatrequb2the 
e.xpeMitureofcQun~hnds.Oregon 
faces limitations of a different 

EUicymakers~wititfE 
develqmntofanationalstrategyts 
fi.ghtIMI needtobe sensitiveto 
#esesystemicfealzallxs.paanang#e 
SurveyVA==-=asharp 
divisicnofcpinionoverbhethertRe 
federalgove cughtto~mre 
flexiblewithitssqql~talgrant 
criteria. Ofthemz2qmdm~~ . d1.~~~Mthe-,52- 
sbkedthatgreater flexibility in 
meeti.tqgrantcriteriawmAdbe 
helpful, while 48pemmteamruraged 
mxemandatozyccmpliance . B,moarefederal 
legislation, or mre federal 
withhol~offundsto~ 
h@xentaticn of recclrmnendedw 
drivingcmn~. 

Oneofthemoreccntrwersial 
federalgrantcriteriamsthe . z=qmmmtthatstatestiWa 
%a.@@ license suspensim for LWI 
OffeI-zkrs. Officials fmn ruxdl 
stateswherelittlemass 
transportationexistsappear 
pazticuhrlyco~~ 
rnandataryli- sancticns. Om 
intervi~f~~claimed 
thatahaxdli~ suspensionwgbiLd 

d&x-rent effect 
socialdriprkexs 

cap?bq?bfgeef~~rr&!dwill be 
r-t 

andexpenseofgoingtocout,bhile 
mpeatoffeIxkmwill~yaawth 
todrivewithxtali-. m, 
inI.llmJ.states 
NewI%exicowhich 
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licensesuspensions,drivirrgana 
suspended license was cited as one of 
thest.atefsmajorpmblems. 

medifference betzweenruraland 
urbanareasemryedasaamsistmt 
tbeminboththesurveyamlthe 
interviews. Public officials in 
ruralareasingeneralfacegreater . . llpxbmntsthantheirurban 
--• Ehfo?xenEntofdnmk 
driving laws in rural areas ismde 
mredifficultbythedistamethat 
law enfo xcement officers may have to 
travel tobringan amesteddriverto 
a station for test-. The time that 
elapsescanbesignificantbothfrun 
atestingpointandintemsof 
officer dmn time. Waiting for a tcrw 
truck to arrive at the scme takes 
further time. 

If rural communities pose special 
prcblen~formfoxcemmt, they =Y 
possess special attributes MED it 
CnTes to CommcLnity orcjaniz~. rn 
Nebraskawefourdasuccessful 
program that revolved arwnd the 
development of Community Fmzvention 
and InterventionTeanrs. Accordirqto 
oneokerver familiarwiththe 
prqmn, theCPITeamstendtohavea 
greaterinlpactinruralthanurban 
areas. Inrural. ccmmmities it is 
easierto irnrolvelemiq7 
figums; in larger cities, it beccms 
moredifficulttoattractthe 
involvement of the mayor, police 
tief, and other plblic officials 
whose support is cmcial. 

Another gm topic to emerge 
wasthesubjectofalahol 
advertising. Among the suwey 
respoti~ts,alcoholadvertisirqwas 
citedasaproblemwithmdest 
frequency,althoughitdidnotemezye 
as a major obstacle in msponse to 
anyofthesumeyquestions. ?here 
semedtobegrfx&errecognitionthat 
alccholadvertisingmaypo6ea 
prablermthanOmsensW - a% 

ifanythhg,caqhtt0bedone.While 
9percentofthe rsespmyjearts cited it 
asapz&lem,cmly5pement 
advocated banning or regulating it. 
lheWeyrespardents§marly 
perceived a low level of plblic 
supportforabanonalcohol 
advedsing. 72% of the reqm%Ms 
beli~~thattherewaslaworm 
public support for a ban on alcohol 
advertisements, although43% felt 
thattherewasmediumtohighplblic 
support for xegulatw the content of 
alcoholads. 

wasthesubjectofdmgs. Atnmber 
ofSEparatesub-thelnes~m 
-surveY,respondent;s- 
relatively fewreferencestothe 
pmblemofdruggeddriving. Whenthe 
subjectofdrugsdidarise,itwas 
mostfrequentlyinthecorl~of 
mqetition for Scarce-. 
For vie, in sta% Were IIw1: 
arrests have fallen off since 1983, 
theseco~rcstfrequent~lanation 
f0rthederreasewasthedec1i.ni.q 
attentiongiventotheprublefnof 
drunk driving in the face of 
ax-petition from drugs and other 
problelR5. Silnilarly, when 
respordentsmaskedabart 
obstacles hirxkring the d&se&nation 
of *lit information on drunk 
driviq,thefourthmstfrequmt 
msponse was Wmpetition fmn other 
socialproble3rtssu&asdrugsard 
AXE." 

Inthecouseoftheintemiews, 
severalaMitionaltkmssrelat 
$-+t-+td&~f - -about 
theprcblemofdruggeddrivirq. 
Polydmgusewasthoughttobea 
signifiearrthighwaysafetypmblem 
anddeservingofgreatera~ion. 
TVx~~pmfessionals, in 
particula.r,we.mquicktopoint& 
thefrquentneedtotreatflw1 
offenders for drug as well as alcohol 
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przoldernrs. Acxxdbgto one 
reqmde& the mjority of offetx3em 
undertheage0f40whoareref~ 
fortmaQnentarepolydnqusers. 
Secor&notallindivi~ssawthe 
axrentattentiongiventothe issue 
ofdnqsasapmblem,nordidUwy 
zqetheissueofdmgsstrictlyin 
tqw of cqxtiticm for scarce 
w=q=* --=%w- 
that organizations comemed abcut 
dnmkdrivirqattei@,ascne 
respotientdeclare43, to9%eonthe 
coattails~l of the drug issue by 
aqkasizirqthe factthatalakolis 
adrugarrdthattheproblenrsof 
ilkgal usage of contmlled 

-and substanoe ac%wtim 
aresimilar. l?apmbbm 
W~Yurged-f-gavenrment 
topennitthe~tllreoffedesdl 
drug fmds for alcchol 
-. Finally, 
interviewaesappm~lycited 
legislatimwhichhas facilitatedthe 
prmsemtim of drug offenders and the 
mx&icationofproperty. They 
qgestedthatthesetypesofdrug 
laws&d serveasrmdels forthe 
prc6eaztionofWI OffeMersamI, 
particularly, for vehi&ar 
confiscation in the case of miltiple 
OffeMers. 
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g!l!xHNIcALzxJBlmRY 

misprojectbeganwiththedual 
paqoseofreviewiqthednmk 
drivingcounD of the past 
five years and fonmlatiq, with an 
aswsment of past years efforts in 
mind, a set of reamzr&tions for 
thenext five years. Haviqtalked 
with nmerous plblic officials arrd 
sunreyedhuxxkds of individuals in 
all50states,werecognizethatno 
singleplan, nomatterhow 
ccpnprehensive, can possibly a&dmss 
therEx?dsandp~lenrsofall 
states. ourstudy lJtlWVtiananray 
ofabstaclesthatiRpedednmk 
driving efforts, and an equally great 
nurkerofideasabouthowbestto 
address than. Whenwidelydiveqent 
opinionstistaboutthemeritsof 
sub "-1 coun- as 
scbrietycheckpointsandhardship 
licenses,oneshouldnotexpectto 
findconsensusabcutsuchnewand 
relatively untried initiatives as 
license plate amfiscation or 
self-sufficiency financi3q. 

?he olqmkmi~thispmject 
provided for reexaminingthe 
Presidential @m&s&n 
~tionsleadsustoour 
first,preliminaqendoEsment. we 
StsonglY encourageallstatesto 
rewm.imtheFCDDreccrrrpnendations. 
It is our belief that those 39 
recxmnmendations amtinue to have 
great mesit arx3 hold the prmise for 
axdnued&&ions indnmk driving 
deaths. They still provide a 
sensible blueprint for a systems 
approachtoa-cmntimkq social 
prcblern. 

In this project we originally had 
hopedtousehighwaycrashstatistics 
asan indicatorofthesuccessof 
stateprograrrrs. wefcxmd,however, 
thattheexistingdatawasinadequate 
ardthatanycomparisonsbasedonit 
wmldbeunreliable. Whenwotigot 

artthatwemightjudgestates 
aocordjng to their alcohol-&La- 
crashesstatistics, itpmmked 
cmrkematim. State officials 
calledtx~explainwhy~shouldnot 
considerthestatisticsreflectiveof 
theactual situation intheirstate. 
Theirconcernhighl.ightedthe 
imdequacy0follrda~~ 
al&l-relatedcmshes andthelack 
ofmiformi~inthewaystates 
defineandcollectthis informtion. 

Iflmrestateswereupgrading 
their data wllection abilities, this 
probl~wouldbelessworrisme. We 
cculd afford to be patient, know% 
thatstateswereworkingtoinpmve 
the reliability and uniformity of 
theircmshstatistics. Our 
Wmzklist of 19 Priority 
ms" in Section III of 
thisreportindicatesthatthe~ 
of states which test 80 percent or 
moreoftheirdeaddrivexshas 
decreased from 32 states in 1985 to 
28 states in 1989. Mower, we need 
betterinfomationnotjuston 
deceaseddriversbutonsuwivirq 
drivers as well. unfortunately, in 
the absence of a federal directive, 
states apparently have insufficient 
incentive to expeM the necessary 
futx3stoinpruvethisimportant 
record keeping function. 
Nonetheless,weagainenjoinstates 
toi.mplemmtthePresidential . Conmussion~tionandmandate 
alazholandotherdnlgtest~of1) 
all drivers fatally injUrea and 2) 
drivers involved insericus injury 
cxasheswherethereisprobablecause 
toEuspectal~linvolv~. 

Webelievethatthefindings 
dommmtedinthe previaussections 
meal faar prioriw areas that 
deserveattention. Eachofthe~ 
areasemeqedasacriticalproblem, 
andforeachweproposeanumberof 
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cns.N&~~erystateor 
ccrrrmnity mcessarilywillsuffer 
fraanprcblemsineacharea,ktp:the 
pr~Memaresufficientlywidespread 
thatwebelievetheyoughtto 
constibtethe focusofanynational 
plan. Thefcur =--==vfunding, 
2) ~--sLpstems, 3) 
recidivism, -4) theneedfor 
effective enfomment. 

1. FUNDING 

Thene&forasystemsapproa& 
totheproblemofdrunkdrivinghasa 
well-establish&history. The 
failure of the education/trealmmt 
orient& strategies of the 1970's led 
to the recqnition that a 
nultifaceteda~machtotheprcblem 
isneeded,butsu&anapproachis 
expensive. Inourintewiews,we 
heaxdofmnygccdpmgramthat 
diqqmr&wfienfede.ral~ 
ended. The REDDI (Report Every Drunk 
Driver Immediately) programs, whose 
conceptwestmrqlyerKbrse,pxJv& 
tobeonesuch-tyinwa 
states. 

meplmblemofiMiequatefurdiIq 
is widespread, though mt universal. 
State officials in Oregon and New 
Jerseyreportedthattheirstates 
appeartobeexceptionsamlhad 
sufficient f&ding for drunk drivhg 
prqra~ (NewJerseybecause of its 
self-sufficientfurdingpmgram, 
0regonbecauseofthestate~samzent 
ecmcanicpmsperity). The majority 
ofsurveyreqondents,hcwever,did 
reportproblemsarisingfmmalack 
of fun%. 54 pement of the sumey 
respomts statedthatlackof 
flxdirgandverw 
enforcement p-i 53 percent said 
thatlackofxmneyhuder&tRe 
dissemination of public information; 
54 percentdeclaredthatit imp&& 
the development of prevention 
pxqmm. In fact, survey 
xespotiats citedthelackoffuMs 

asana9sstaelemre~ythan 
single respnse. 

@IDmeetthisflmding~lenge, 
theNaticmal C!mmissianstroslgly 
-statesand calmunities to 
developcxeativeuser-fm%d 

Theterm--has 
EtiZiZ'caWl phrase used to 
describeavarieiqofdiffexmt 

staMsthebasicpmnisethat;he 
costsocietyinaus in czmhatting 
pnablenrslikednmkdriving~dbe 
bornebythosewhoca~thg 
pr&lem. Theadvantagesof 
User-mPrograrns mclear. Not 
onlydotheyshiftthefinancial 
hxd~ofrespmsibility fmnthe 
gexmaltaxpayertothose~are 
z-espomible forthecosts, they also 
msu.reastablefuMingsoume 
indeperdentof thevagaries of 
legislative apprqxiations. TIhe 
NCADD i.sdelightedthatNHISAhas 
decidedto encuurage self-sufficient 
financingbyincludhgitasa 
criterion inits 410 supplemmtal 
grant criteria. We encmrage all 
statestowrktmardthe 
esbblishzrrentofsuchfinancing 
-k- 

A rnmber of state mdels for 
self-financing exist, ammgwhichthe 
bestklxwnarethoseinNewYorkand 
NewJersey. New York's SlloP DWI 
Prq-ramwasimpl~tedh1981asa 
mmnsofpmvidirrgan.mQgcvexnmmts 
with fm%toccmbatdrunkdriving. 
lQd.ing is derived fm a $350 
minimnnfine forlX?Iccnvictionsthat 
raises $20 million annually for 
fmf0rcemntandtrmbnentpmgrz.m. 
Toqualify foraportionofthe 
funds,ea&eawtynnlstappointan 
alcoholmordinatorandpreparea 
planfortheuseofthe funds. The 
statereviewstheplansandoffers 
mcmmmdationsandtechnical 
assistmcetothecounties. S&vey 
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responderrts~froan New York eqressed 

ttx3t~statesadoptsilni.lar 
Progparrs- 

ThestateofNewJerseyesrplaysa 
sanewhatdifferentappmtito 
self-financirqthatcapitalizes on 
mltiple revenue scmces. In New 
Jerseytheoffenderisrequhdto 
payavariety of fees. Inaddition 
toafine,allfirstandsecmItime 
offer&m are required to pay a $100 
su&mrgethatgoestiaDrunk 
DrivingFnfomzmf3n t mm3. Offenders 
must also pay a $100 administrative 
feetocoverthecostofamrx3atory 
lzm-dayaltiol a====tProgram* 
Finally, offenders are required to 
pay a $1000 per ymr immmce 
surcharge for three amsecutive years 
follwing aT conviction. l3e 
ixumncesurchaqeisaAlectedby 
the&ate DeparbentofMotor 
Vehiclesandgoestoanassigmdrisk 
pad for joint underwriting of 
drivers. 

0ffenderfinesaxxIfeessuchas 
NewYorkandNewJezseylevyarean 
ilTlpomt source of zwenue for WI 
pr?cgram,butbythenrselvesthey 
wouldnot ensure self-financbq in 
moststab3sbzcausethepqulation of 
offenderswhoarearxe&edand 
convictedissimplytmsmllto 
generate sufficient revenue to offset 
the expnsfs for enforcement, 
prosecution, adjudicaticm, amesment 
andtre3tmentassociatedwithdrunk 
driving pnqrams. (ASAP studies 
estimatedthatpolicemanageto 
appreheIx3onlybetweenlin2OOand1 
in 2000 offenders.) Therefore, a 
numberofsta~suchas~&rsey 
andUti3hhavetumedtoala3hol 
beveragetax~asasamzeof 
revenue. In New Jersey the tax is 
imposedatthewholesalelevel and 
genera% $11-12 million per year. 
Addedontopoftheregulartaxthe 

state ooue, this dedicated 
revemetaxisagportionedthree 
ways:85%ofWmoneygoeSto 
axmtiesforenfomement,treah=nt 
andoarnsel~:lO%goesinto~ 
DnmkDriving~omemmt mIe;ard 
5%goestoaCmrtAss~F\ndto 
=Fw*- T-of the mmicipal 
cuurts ard the admmstmtive office 
oftheaxrts. fluveyrespandents 
defer&d the @osition of su& 
d&.ica~twes,aquingthat 
natiomlstudiesestimatelOpemmt 
of the pqilation drinks 50 percent 
ofthetutalala3hol.consumdinthe 
U.S. ~-l-,wargued,- 
thereforea fonnofuser fees, 
lzqlliringthosewhoaremostlikely 
toca~pmblemsdownthemadto 
pay for scme of the costs up-fmnt. 

While New York and New Jersey 
possess ho of the most amprehensive 
self-financing mechanislrs, other 
stateshave~iment&with 
llSE-fUndedprglranrsWhiC!hwlere 
recanollended as models by officials in 
theirmspectivesta~. Colorado, 
for exaqle, has established a Law 
E%formnentAssistanceFtmI(IEAF) 
whichisastate-fundedpmgramthat 
provides mrbey for special law 
enforcement initiatives. The furxl is 
supportedbya $65 feethat all 
convictzddnmkdriversare3zquimd 
to pay* Mmeyfrcanthis~is 
hardledhasbnilarwayto402 
funds. 80% of the monies are 
dispersed through the office of the 
Gove.mmYs Highway Safety 
F&presentative, while 20% are 
dispersed~theAl&Klland 
Drug A&se Division of the State 
DepartmentofHealth. mndhqis 
praridedonathree-yearon,-year 
off, three-year on pattern. 
Approximately4Ograntsare awaxded 
eachyeartopoliceanlsheriff 
deparbenti. State p&ml activities 
arenothndfedsincethepurpcseof 
LE2u?istn encourage local law 
enfomment efforts. 
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Afinaluser-fundedprogramtich 
theNational Commission found 
notemthywasdevelapedin 
CZilifornia. In 1986 the California 
legislature pass& the Eheqemy 
ResponseCWtRecuveqAct,alaw 
whi& authorized @UC agmcies to 
k72aJverthecostOf~ 
senkesresultingfmmtheuseof 
alcohol anddmgs. Ihelegislahn32 
permittedagenciesandmnicipalities 
wide latitxkde to iqlem.nt the Act, 
andsotheguidelines established 
varyfromonelocationtoanother. 
IheCaliforniaHighwayPatxol(CHP), 
forinstame,hastakenamrrm 
interpretation of the law and only 
seekstoxecovercostsifacrash 
occurs. -bills onlytheparty 
detemimd to be responsible for the 
c=rash,eerebyrequiringa 
cxmviction. 

Thecityof San Jose, onthe 
other hand, bills offenders for the 
costsassociatedwithanamest,not 
justacrash. me==?=== 
include: the officer's time frm 
arrest through completion of booking, 
gasolineandmileagecalculatedfmn 
thepointof arrest, andmeqency 
medicalsemicesifanywere 
necessary. Onaverage,theseitem 
total about $200 per arrest and $2000 
per-* SanJose,ramzcver,does 
not require a conviction forthe 
offender to be held responsible for 
these costs. Anyone dharged with D?I 
isrequiredtopay,manirqthat a 
prosecutoronlyhastodecideto 
presschargesinorderforthe 
offender to be billed. Akmt 30% of 
theoffehderswho-areckxq~are 
delinguent in paying for these 
costs.Whenthishappens,theccunty 
or municipality engages a private 
collection agency, and they pursue 
theuncollectedfeejustlikeany 
other failuretopaycmditors. If 
an offender continuestorefuseto 
pay,itcanresultinaruinedcredit 

rating. mevixtueofthisp- 
isthatisestablishesacivil rather 
thanacrimimlcc6t~~ . m andlzhereforenwer 
requines tari? invo1v- of an 
-=@Y cQurtsyst9m. 

TheNational Cmmission 
reGcamrendsthatstates~lorethe 
po6sibility of adopting California's 
approachtmthepK&&mof 
Llncollectedfihesardf~~use 
collectionagencieswhen~ible. 
Thethreatofaruinedcreditmting 
prchdes an adCW incentive for 
payllkmtar&Lmightreauce~ 
plgen~ofunoollectedftiand 

. 

Intheccax-seofour~eysand 
interviews,mspoxxkntsoffereda 
rnmker of other suggestions for user 
fundedPrograms* They reccnranended 
thatlicens~f~foralcahol 
beverage retailers be sufficient to 
cove.rthecostofAFCenfolTcemnt. 
InNorthCarolina,forimtmkce 
lifetim license towAa 
costs $100, less than the co6t of a 
one-yearvendorlicense for ice 
cmmn.Unjustifiablylow fees suchas 
thisshouldberaisedtoreflectthe 
truecosttothestateofits 
regulatoryfunctions. 

Rfzqxmdents also - that 
statutesIMndatingpcintofsale 
information on drunk drivirq be 
enactedandlicensedbev~ 
retailexsbechargeda fee forthe 
pmdmtioncmtofthesigns arxl 
posterstcbedis~layed. They 
recoamnendedthatservertrainingbe 
rmndatoryandtPlatthe-of 
licenseestablishmentsbecbaryeda 
feetocoverthecmstofthetraining 
for their mployees. Finally, 
respondents medthatm 
0ffeMersbecbmgedafeetoccver 
thecostofhavingtheirnama@ 
addresspublishedinthelocal 
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newspaper. Theseandmanyc7#er 
imaginative use.r fmkd initiatives 
areavailabletostates. The 
National Ckmissionrecarmendsthat 
state an3 local authorities explore 
these alternatives in an effort to 
findwaystishiftt3IeaDstofdrunk 
driving~fmmthe 
genemlplblictothc6ewhosham 
responsibility for the existence of 
theproblem. 

II. The Court System 

The SecQnd major loam of 
obstaclesc&32redonthe~ 
system. fIhe survey --and 
intexviewees identified a host of 
&stacks, mnyoftheminterrelated, 
havingtodowiththecourts, judges, 
andprosecutors. Attheheartofthe 
situation seem to lie tm principal 
problems: 1) anovecaurt 
system incapable of effectively 
handli.ngthemseload,and2) alack 
oftrainingprcrvidedtopmsecutors 
a&judges ontheproblem ofdrunk 
driving. 

lbeproblemofanove&mdemd 
courtsystemwaswidelycitedby 
respo1~3ents,butitisnotaproblem 
forwhichanyunivemal solutions 
appeiirtoexist.Courtqstemsard 
legalstatutesvarysogreatlythat 
eachstatemuldhavetomkrtake 
itscmnanalysisoftheprd3le3nin 
order to arrive at a prescription for 
the improvementofitsaxxts. All 
thatwecanoffer inthissectionare 
threebroadgoalswhichwebelieve 
shouldguidecourtsystemrefom, as 
well as a fewexaqlesofthetypeof 
procedur~whichtlebelieveneedto 
bechatqedinordertoestablisha 
cri3ninaljusticesystemthat 
effectively pmsemtes and 
adjudicates drunk driving offenders. 

Efforts to ove33xaE blockagesin 
the adjudicatoryprocess oughttobi? 
directed tm three goals. .ple 

fimtgodListoremve 
thepEsentsysternwhich 
defense atthewof 
proeec&or.Amxdingto 
inmanystates,thecourt 
shwed in favor of the de 
establishesinstituti~ 
that-i.ly~thE? 
pmseuxticnofdnmkdrivers. 
exaqlecitedbyrespondentr; 
practiceofpennittingdefense 
attmmeystmaskforanunl 
rnmkerofconthuances,ti 
this righttopmseaxtoxx. 
Exploiting this privilege, defuse 
atkmeysmaymquestcontimance 
aftercontinuance, forr=ing the 
arrest* officer to make 
app3mmesincountinthe 
at scam point the officer will not be 
abletoappearandthecasewillbe 
dismissed Arespondentfran 
LouisiaM'statedthatasmanyas 
15-20 continuam=es have been 
rquestd in trials for first offense 
WIinthatstate. Fkssibleremsdies 
to this abuse include limiting each 
sidetoonecontinuance or z-equirw 
theofftierl33paytheccstofthe 
0fficePs tine if the defense 
~morethanonecontirruance. 
Whateverthe specific solution, the 
aimoftheoutccmmustbetoati~e 
abalancebetweentheneedtopmtect 
the legitimti rights of defendants 
andthf3needtopratectthe~~ 
fmthedange.rsofdrunkdriving. 

mesecotigoalofoourt~ 
refomshmldbetoamend feakxres 
whichoontributeto inegualities 
before the law. 2~ a matter of 
fairness, a suspected offenderus 
chanmzsofbeingm&withan 
offenseshouldnotdepeMuponthe 
vagaries of a pmseaxtor's schedule. 
The i-ntmductionofplea~~ 
inmIcasesin~~anadded 
elementoftiitrariness. Plea 
baq3i.niqalsocontributesto~ 
problemof-cFJ~ wk?n 
P-=possess theautho&to 
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-t 
defenseattorneyx3typicallyadvise 
their clients to . 
trial, hcpingt.0 i!zElzt 
systenlan&thesebyf0~the 
pmsecutortocutadealbecauseof 
case ovexloaa. Timelimitsdssigned 
to ezxxmrage speedy trials work in 
this situation to the defendant's 

casefmbelngb 
withinthe specified the franm 

The simplest way to 

(e.g. when a de 's Ew 1s over 
.20). lsmstates- New Jersey arKI 
Delaware - do not ban it statutorily, 
butinea&statetheAttorney 
Generalhaspmnulgateda 
no-plea-baryainingpolicyamq 
prosecutors. The National Chmission 
applauds these efforts an3 enccurages 
Oth~StatestOeMlca:simi or 
policies. Experience has t 
bhenabmonpleabaqainimgis 
impl~~,then~of*f~ts 
requestingjurytrialsactxally 
dixS.nes. 

Anmberof stateswhichhave 
reluetanttobanplea~iniyng 

entu-elyhavedevisedanaltemate 
strategy for cbling with the 
problem. mey permi fendersto 
pleadtoalesseral l-ZZlated 
offense. TheNCADD,ofcmzse,fi&s 
this practice preferable to 
pemittinganoffender~pleadtoa 
non-alcahol related offense, but 
wouldstillpreferstatestoenactan 
cutrightban. If pla-bargam to 
a lesseralcoholoffenseis 

incentive for a 

are gave-t a 



suspension. After3odays,haJever, 
they are eligible to apply for a 
restricted license for the remaining 
60 days. Inotiertocbtaina 
restricted license an offender must 
cbtainbmitems:l)aletterfmn 
theindividual~se@oy~verifying 
e@qment,and 2) astatemmtfmn 

i.Mividual*s imurame cmpany 
statingthattheoffenderhas 
-and glxmnhewthatw 

axqany will notify the 

the offender's 
lapse- ('lhisstatementisknownas 
an SR-22 form.) Becxluse of the 
offetxbr's reluctance to contact his 
i3-armw agency for fear of 
incmas&premi~,only2Opercent 
sf the eligible offenders in 
Washingbnapply forabrdship 
license. The National Ckamussion 
continues to advocate the original 
recxmm&tion of the Presidential. 
Q=wrmissionthathardshiplicenses not 
beused; h-ever, forthcse states 
thatinsistonthe issuameof 
kardshiplicenses, we-that 
theyccnsider in-@-tingsimilar 
requFrements to ensure that only 
thosewhohave thegmatestneed for 
a limitedlicense arei.ssu&one. 

Pleaba.rgainingtitheissuame 
ofhardshiplicensesaretwo 
p-ti*tendtOqdSe 
the integ-rityofthejudicial system 
by increasing the dispari~ between 
sentenceshandedduimforthesama . Pre-ccnvictiondiversions and 

detrimental for the sam reason, 
flh&ghmanys~tescontinuetouse 

InWashmgton,mspomImks 
rep&ted the use of a wStiyxllation to 
RxtsandAgreedoxderof 
Cbntinuance~~whichresultindeferred 
pmsemtion in exchatqe for an 
offender's agreement to participate 
inatreatment pmgratn,whilei.n 
North Carolina respondents criticized 
the use of Vrayers for Judgment 

continued” which are 
entry of judgnmt fo 
findingofcpilt,tIIeWyaslowing 
thedef~toescapethelicense 
revocatim, axrtpunMmnt, and 
i.nsmm~prezniumtriggered~an 
iqaireddriviqcmviction. The 
disparities in senten=esthatresult 
flxaIlthesetypesofccurto~ 
threatento~the~ity 
ofaxjudicial systemintxoways. 
Notonlydotheylessenthespecific 
deterrmt effect of the serrtermce an 
theindividual;theyalscperpetua~ 
the belief, ankmg ather offenders amd 
defense attomeys,thatthesysku 
"a.n be beaten, " antI thus 

x legal tacticsthatconsum 
court time. 

!methiHamIfimlgoaloflxulA 
systmrefomshcxldbetoresmveas 
manylicensingsanctionsaspossible 
frmthehandsofthecourtand 
transfer themtotheauthorityof a 
stab2agencysuchasthedepartment 
ofmotor vehicles. Respondents 
sqge&edthatthelcssoflicenseis 
oneofthen0stfeared~ 
whenthatpenaltyisimpo6ed l 

admbbtratively, offenders have mch 
less incentive tc contest a chaqe of 
IMI. Administrative license 
sanctionsthereforesexvetoexp&i.te 
theflowof-byzxducingthe 
nu&er of reqmsts for juzy trials. 
In addition to their salutary effect 
on the caseload, administrative 
license sanctions possessthe- 
attractionsofMng iqmsedbth 
lrore consistently and more quickly 
thancriminallicense sanctions. 
Theyarenctsubjecttoplea 
bargainingncr,inmust-, 
continumces or long appeals. 
featuressuggestthattheywfcre 
maycarrygreaterspecificdelzermnt 
effect. For all of these reasons, 
the National C!mmission strongly 
-thatthe23statesti& 
do not -eY *lay 
admbikxative license sanction&' 
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initiate legislation authorizing 
their use. 

Anov-ed~systeTnwas 
obstacles associated 
ion an2 adjudication 

of DwI offenders. The ather major 
cbstacle com=erned th&hWidual. 

f judges and proseattQzs. 
respondents evin=ed 

widesp~ddissatisfactionwithwhat 
theyamsideredtobetheleniency 
andapathyofjudges. Theperception 
that judges are insufficiently tough 
on INI offerx3ers was plLxbably 
responsible, in part, for the laqe 
nunberofrespondents~advocated 
themuseofmtory 
sanctions. While the National 
CLkmCssion 3xcqnizesthatlMndatory 
sanctionshavea certain- and 
may be appropriate in ScoIlEi 

V webelievethatour 
kention shohd first be tum& 
t&rwardensuringthatjw&gesaarj 
pmsecutorsarepzwvidedwith 
adequateinfont&ionabmtthenature 
ofdmnkdriving,as~lasregular 
lJJzfda% on any stimv (33arKjes 
regadiq the offense. 

Among the states that repated 
pmidingjudges infcxmationona 
segularbasis, Mirmsta-to 
haveoneofthemcstcm@ete 
applxxb-les. ICqpamklyiscneof 
th@fWStatesiplti&theStal% 

sug~mticonv~an~ 
meeting of judges to inform them 

developments in case law 
inthesta*~ing 

drunkdriving. Inaddition, after 
each legislative session there are 
OQntinuingLegal Educationczuwzes 
forprosecutors, judges, defense 
attorneys,andlawenfomement 

. InMinnesatatiAttimey 
s office is deeply involved 

inpmviding inform 
pe.rsoml; inother 
ondrunk&iv~maybe p333vided~ 
the Division of Alccholism or the 

smmarizes the case law 

prmsemto~~typicallytty~ 
drivirqcases,thismanualoughtto 
kX3~~eVeryy~zsndtraining 
similarlypm&kdonananmal 
bEtSiS. 

III. Recidivism 

Byccammc63memm,recitivisrn 
pos425cneofthemstintractable 
prcblesnsccnf~~thosewho~rk 
eOr&ucealcohol-relatedcrashes. 
Theseverityofthepmbhmisopen 
towidedebate. Amarrgtistate 
officials we interviekled, fzhere was a 
cmsiderabledifference ofqhion 
overtheextentofthepmblemposed 

while smle 
we will never 

notconstituteamajorpr&lemwithim 
their state. lwenalllQng~members 
0fourown~Praject 
Advisory~ttee,thereexisteda 
visible differt22ce 091. 
JudgeKramerofthe .Distri& 
c!ourt in f&limcy, Massa~usetts, 
declacredthat fthefirst 
offenders who his& 
wereprcblemdrinkezs or alazholics; 
onthe&he.rhamd,Dr.VincentPisani 
0ftheCakral States~ctian 
Institutemaintainedthatafarlcwer 
pesceaatage of fi?xt offexxkzs in his 
coun~~prablle¶drW, 
Fexhapqadiffm of 0pirii.m 
reflects diffexx3xes in pc@ations; 



0rpsxWpswesimplydonotknuu 
~abautthepqulationof 
Auericanswhodrive inpairea. 

TheNational Ckxmnksionbelieves 
thatmeasumsto-therepeat 
offer&r d esemethebighest 
priority. Thf2firststepi.n 
addressingthisprcblemis~ 
instituteproc&uzstoensurethat 
onecanidentifyaprablesndrinker 
whenheorsheentersintothecourt 
system forthe fixsttime. Therefore, 
alltWI offendersshculdkerqu.hd 
toundergoamar&toryalcohol 
-t. If the assesgnent 
detectsanalccholproblem,trWtment 
tooshouldbemandatory. Atthis 
point it is imperative to have good 
axmunication between the axrts and 
treatmentprwide.rs,sothatbench 
warxantscanbeissuedifthe 
offer&x violates the texms of the 
WMmentpraJram. Finally,beforean 
offender's license is returned, the 
treatmentpruvidersh~dcertifyto 
thelicenshgauthoritythatthe 
0ffeMer has satisfactorily ccrrrrpleted 
theprogram= 

Treatmentforalcoholanddn2g 
problems is widely recognizedtobea 
veryinewct~t. Esmltierthe 
best of corditions only a minority of 
problem drinkers will be 
rehabilitat&withoutrelapsing. 
Strict sanctions arethereforenefzda 
todeteraproblemdrinkerfrom 
recidivating or, if dekrrenoe fails, 
to restrict the offf2nder8s driving 
ability. Inkeepingwithourfinn 
belief inthenefzdtorelieve 
averburdd~systems,we 
-the adoptionofa 
progressive set of achh%xative 
sanctions. E?eginnhgwith 
administrative license sanctions for 
firstoffense,thesanctionswould 
progress to license plate @xxrhent 
for a second offense or for driving 
on a withdram license. AtIhhdT;WI: 
offense or second offense for 

drivirq ona- liwwculd 
bepunkhablebycar~ 
eitherthruqhtheuseofa~& 
boutorby~inasecaxe 
car lot. Thesesanckicnswouldbe 
imposeaw- -ofmotor 
vehiclesinccnjunctionwitithe 
appropriatecriminal sanctions, Any 
furtkroffensesshouldresultin 
vehicle forfeiti. 

InaMitiontomarrMory 
assessnent and progressive . . admuuhative sanctions, the 
NationalCBimissionsuggeskthat 
statesconsiderthepcssibilityof 
criminalizing&emicaltestrefusals 
2 begs=+ Acxx>rding 

-,- 
nDstfTxquenttypeofIxNasetogo 
to trial isarepeatD?I off-who 
hasbemstcppedmrefusestotake 
abreathorbloodalcoholtest. 
Eecause of the offender's tolerance 
toal~l,hemayperfoxmpassablya 
FieldSobrietyTest. Inthea 
0fCTksnicaltestresultsandbecause 
thejuxykrkxsnothiqofhispast 
recoti,theoffendWmaygo free. To 
addressthisproblem,MhnesoW 
alongwitifcurotherstates,& 
made it a crime for a repeat offender 
torefuseanalccholtest.Ifsuch 
statutxswithstz& constitutional 
challenges, theNational ooarmission 
encouragesotherstatestoadcpt 
similar legislation. 

IV. Enforcement 

ThefinalareawhichtheNational 
cananissionrecaaranends for inxnediate 
attention is law enforcement. 
Consistent, visible enfoW is a 
pxxquisitetoanysuccessful 
anti-dnu&drivirqcampaign. Though 
conclusiveevidence islacking, deny 
respordents remained convim=Ed that 
alcchol-related fatalities are 
inverselypruportionaltoarrest 
rates. 
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Sumey respandeRts offered a 
nmber0fsuggestionsformximi.2i.r~~ 
enfo3rament. !TheNationalCXmission 
endorsesthesewggestimsand 
emxrage axmnitiestiworktoward 
theirinplementation. 

First,worktoeliminateor 
modify policies that create 
disincentives for enfo13~1~3L The 
grates-t disincentive, of axrse, is 
theamauntoftimecorwrmedbyan 
ax-rest for WI. Sqgestions for 
minimizingdcmtimeincludedtheuse 
ofaentralintakecenters~an 
arresting officer can sinply drop off 
an offemkr for testing ami 
videotaping. Officers, furthermore, 
shouldbepermittedtoadmhkbrthe 
test oftheirchoice, mtherthan 
having to drive an offer&r to a 
hospital iftheoffenderrquests a 
bloodtest. statutory requirements 
for sequential txzsti~~~shouldbe 
eliminated; mt only are they time 
combutwiththe sophisticated 
andhighlyaawat32testingeq&amnt 
available today, they are 
unnecessary. 

In addition to streamlining 
arrestandbookiIqpmcedues, 

cartmau ad administrative hearing 
pxmedumsshauldbeorganizedas 
efficiently as possible. Officers 
shculdnotbemquiredtoattmd 
rtxtinealtministrativeli~ 
heariqsinpersonbutshaildbeable 
to suhnit a swxn affidavit. 'Ihey 
shaildbeabletomsdxdulea 
hearing or ask for a continuance if 
theycannotatt@forgoodcause. 
The adminMmtive office of the 
cmrtsshouldmnsiderhir~a 
full-ti.meliaisontocoordinatethe 
ccwAmau a33pearam=e of officers. 
WIcasescmldbesetasidefora 
certain day(s) of the week so that 
officers could know well in advanoe 
whichdaystheywillhavetoagpear. 
Finally, officers need good breath 
testingeGlaF=t* -in 
several statestestifiedtothe 
impmvementinofficernqxleaMi 
performance when older test- 
equi~w3sreplacedbyinfrared 
breaMx?stiqequipnmt. Manly 
doessuchequi~pemitthe 
officertoleamimediatelyM&her 
the driver he has arrested actually 
isoverthehgallimit,italso 
eliminates the backlog that cqn 
develop atlaboratorieshamlling 
breathorbloodsatqles. 
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Webeli~~t~sunreyfindings~alf~majorabs;tacl~~~ 
deseme priority attmtion. lhse four o&tacles - a lack of plmding, an 
ov~cautsystesm, thepr&lemofrecidivim, andtheneedfor 
effectiveenfomenmnt - inpeaeeffortstobringabuxt --onsin 
theincidmoeofdnmkdriv~andthreatentourxWmimthesucoessof 
anti-dmnkdrivingprqram. Fmntheevidencesu@iedbythesurveyand 
i.ntemiews,thesedxstaclesappeartobewidespmad. 

Toaddmssthesepr&lm5,webelievethatsta~needto reconvenethe 
Drunk Drivirq Task Forces hi&, in the early 1980's, nOt only spmmd the 
~ofnew~driv~laws~f~publicattention~theissueand 
prmptedthedevelqumtofmanyworUx&uleprojects. MfxtofthoseTask 
Forces were given a teqoraxy mardate and disbanded upon the oarrpletion of 
theirassigrmrents. Webelievethatit istimetoreactivate#eseTWkForces 
for the pupose of assessi.r~~theadequacyoftheexistiqlegislationand 
evaluating the swcessoftheirsM328santi-drunkdrivi3qpmgram. In 
addition, ~~iMted~Forces~dofferthe~~~tobring~e~~ 
new players such as mplayers, @lit health officials and citizen activists 
wfx,mi~tnathavebeeninvolvedintheearlyTaskForoesandcarld~lore 
facets of the issue such as drugged driving which received little athmtion in 
the early 1980's. 

The mcmmxlationsthtfollcwaredivided intoWoc.ategories. The first 
setofxeamwmhtions address the farrmajorobstaclestichwebelieve 
require priority attention: hnding, adjudication, recidivism, ar~3enforcmmt. 
me second set of reammdationsamsistsofa&Wimal measureswhichwe 
thinkstatesand axmunities~ttocmsiderastheyreviewtheirpresmt 
Programs*MaTofthe= reouuw&ti~wereoff~~thesurveyrespo~ts 
orintervieweesandmerit~endorsement. 

I. PRIoRITYAxmAs 

1. FUNDING 

IheNcA13Dreconwendsthatdll~~~~opcreative~~progrmrrs, 
sothatthecostofamhttingdrunkdrivirqisshiftedfmnthegmeral 
public to those who &am responsibility for the ptilem. New York and New 
Jerseyhaveimplesnented self-sufficientfuMiqprogramsti&canserveas 
mdelstootherstates. Webelievethatthemixoffm3iqm3dmm 

-a$lOODrunkDrivingsuMwrge (separa~hrancr~fti) 
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Otherfeesshouldbemandatory,ardwe 
mese inclu: 

enxxlrageallstZi~toadopttheIL 

-feestiocoverthecostofamandatorycmrt-orderedalcohol 
ass;essnents for all IXC offenders 

-1icemirgfees forretaillicemedalcoholven3o~thatreflectthe 
true~tothestateofitsregulatory~~andccrverthecost 
ofAEcenfoI3x3Ent 

ThecmceptenkdiedinQlifornia~sEmeqency~Cost~~Act 
&aiLdbeexpaMedandappliedtooWeramas. C!mvictedl3%toffeMers, 
for instance could be mguhd ti pay for the cost of a police officer's 
tin32 bha~ an'officer is required to make mltiple court m because 
0-f cxn?tW ?zeqW&dbythedefense. 

Becausecollectionoffinesandfeesissooften apruble3n,weendorsethe 
ideaoontainedinQliforniafs~~~Actofturning~inqutrR 
aanmts overtoprivate~llecticmagmcies. 

2, !Fhe Court System 

Overtxlrdenedcrxlrtsarewidelyperceivedtoconsti~oneofthechief 
blockagesinaxcriminaljusticesystm. TheNCADDstmqlyrecammends 
that statetiloml authorities assessthecmztcystemswithintheir 
jurisdictionsto~~whetheractianisneededto~thebacklog 
ofmxcxsesand ensu~cmeloadsofmamgeablepraporti~. 

Tbmmve incentives fordelayingtactics and 
suresentencing,theNcADDm 

emcurageswift, oertainand 
that states: 

-5zstrict~numberofcoartW inmIcases 

-pxwidepxnseako 
conta 

rsanddefenseattorneyswithanequal numberof 

-elhi.nateorgreatlyrestrict pleabarya~inrxJIcases 

-prohibit suqect&WIoffeMersfmpleadiqtoa 
non-alcohol-related offense 

-abolishtheissw3ceofhxd&.iplicerr;es 

-instituteimxance cxqanymtificatim~andemployer 
verifiation P~~~E&ES if hixdship licenses are issued 

-pmhi.bitpze-cmv' 
whichenable 

xtknsdiv~ians andotherjudicial dispositions 

offense 
suqechdoffenderstoescapeconvictim foraDWI: 
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- establish a ssparate admhbhative system for driver and vehicle 
licensingsarrctimsthat~dbeiqc6ediMqeMmtofcriminal 
penalties 

Judges#P -rsandothercourtpersannel ~dbepmvidedwith 
mgular, updatedinfomationcndnmkdriving: 

-Asinglestatea+zyshaldbe~witithe responsibility for 
cooxtlinat* informaticmsessions for& on drunk driving 
arrdprintimgananmmlmanualthatsumar auTerrtc#selaWand 
legislation. 

-Ihesamedesignatedstateagmzy&mldbeassigne2 msponsibility for 
~~thatregulartrainingispnwidedtQentryl~~p~~ 
ardjMges.FVcqamscmldbeinplesnented totrainexpwienced 
pmseabrstomnductIMIs63mimmfor~proseartors,j~es, 
and police officers. 

3. Recidivism 

l'heNCADDbelievesthatmasumstoaddress thepr&lemofrecidivism 
deserve high priority. Greatereffortsmstkemadetodetectpmblem 
drinkers, identifymltipleoffenders, andremvethemfrcnncurmads. The 
NCADD-: 

-24lltwIoffendemberequkedtourxkxqoamam3atixyalchol 
-. Iftheassessaentdetectsanal~lprcbleln,~~t 
tooshouldbemandated. 

-States shaiLdaxntcertifiedart-of-stateKWI convictions as prior 
offenseswhenchargi3qadefeWantfordrunkdriviq. Inmanystates 
only ~~~~ictiollsmaybeusedtoestablishprioroffenses. 
Theability~usecut-of-statecarnricti~~dresultinthe 
hposition of pm&ties appropriate to the offender's actual driving 
recordand~dcloseal~lethatallcrcl~ssanerepeatoffendersto 
besentencedasfirst-tilnsoff~. 

-'Ihestatedriv~licensingauthority~dbeauthorizedto~ 
pmgressiveadmhbtmtivesanctiansdesignedto~ictthedriving 
ability of mltiple offendem. These penalties build be independent 
ofanycriminal sanctionsarr3shcwldescdlate inseverityanddumtion 
for each WI offense. 

First offfmse WI . . Wtive license suspension 

seond offmse mI - license plate confiscation 
or Driving on a 
-License 

Thixd offmse DWI or - vehicle iqam&wt 
second offense IEL 

any w offenses - vehicle confk3x&5m 
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FormdL lrodes of cxwrmnicationbetween 
cautsystemshc&dbeeshblish~so 

treatmentprovidersarx3the 

of courtpruvisions toalloffenders (including first offenders) for 
failure to ca@y with cauark-ordered titment. 

Thestatedriverlicensingauthorityshouldrequi2x written 
certification fnrnthe treatmMtpxoviderthata KIWI offenderhas 
~tisfactoripy~letedthe~~tprogrambefore &nstatirqthe 
offender's driving privilege. 

states should follm Oregon's lead and require multiple offenders to 
cbtain a probationary driving license before the restoration ohfUll 
drivirq privileges. This license should follow a ha& license 
zwocation, not substitute for it. IXringthepxobationarypericx3, 
drivers shculd be issued distinctive license plates or tags so as to 
facilitate police identification of their vehicles. 

States should enact legislation making it a criminal offense for repeat WI 
offenderstorefuseto~t~achemicalbreath,blclodoruriaaealoahol 
test. Thecriminalpenalties shouldbe imposed inadditionto 
administrative license sanctions. 

States should standardizecriteria for admission, discharge and referral to 
tzlrezlmt centers. ?hisinformationshould~~lblishedina~i~~ly 
upda~manualonLWItrea~proceltures andrequirements. An 
appropriate stateagencyshauldbeauthorizedtoregulateand~~r~ 
providexsto ensureadequatetreahnent forthoseunderthejurisdictionof 
the courts. 

Inordeatoidentifyrecidivistsand iqoseappropriatesanctions, drunk 
driving~~~remainonadriver's~trecord. Ideally, 
alcohol-related driving offenses should not be erased. At a mininum, 
alcohol-related offehses ought to remain on a driver's record for ten 
Y-0 

To cbtain better information akout the population of drivers who are 
arrested fordrunkdriving, theStateHighway Safetyofficeshould 
establish pilot projects to mize the conviction data of district 
attorneys. 'Ihisdata~dbeusedtogaugepast-treatmentrecidivism. 

4. Enforcement 

Arrest,l3Z?sting,anlboo~procedures need to be made mire efficient so 
as to reduce office downtime and remove disincentives to the enfomt of 
WIlaws. 

- State law should permit law enforcemen t officers to administer the 
chemical testortests oftheirchoiceto suspected Dar OffeMers, 
ratherthangivingthechoicetothedriver. 

-Lawsthat~~~~~aloohcltestingshouldberWisgd~ 
pennitchaqesbasedupona singleevidentiaxyblocdorbre&hWst. 



-Lawenfo memmtofficerssh~dnotmutinelybemquhdtoattend 
acbninistrativehearingsinperson~insteadshculdbe~~tosutmit 
sworn affidavits or video testimony. 

- Iaw enfolrtmEnt agenciesshouldmakethepuxhaseofstate-of-the-art 
breath test- equipmznt a priority so as to facilitate detection and 
arrest of suqechdoffem%rsandr&ucethebacklogthatmayoaxr 
when test resultsbavetobe sent to outsidelabomtories for 
analysis. 

- The administrative office of the courts shmld consider hiring a 
fIiLl-time liaison to coordinate the courtmm appearances of law 
enforcemmt officers. 

-Cowtswhichadjudicate~cases~d~~idersettirrgaside 
certain day(s) of the week so that officers would knew in advance on 
which days they will have to appear in court 

II. ADDITIONAL RECOBQ4ENDATIONS 

In addition to the recaanrrendations offered in the four prioritized 
the National CBxmnission urges states and 

areas above, 
cmmnmities to ixtplement the followirq 

COUnB. 

States should authorize matxiatory testing for all drivers in fatal and 
sericusinjurymashes wherethereisprobablecausetosuspectalahol 
involvement, as well as for all fatally-injured drivers. 

-NKISAshould encourage states to standadize test data ax-d the manner 
in which it is'collected. 

-Stateandlocallawenfo rcementagencies shouldmakeofficertmining 
in the area of accident investigation a high priority. All officers 
shcPildbetrainedtobedlertto~id~ofalcohol~i~. 
Enforcement agencies ShaiLdconsiderthe useof special, mlti- 
jurisdictional investigation tfmns, so that well-trained officers can 
beonthescmeofallseriouscrashes. 

-7heStateHighwaySafetyOffices shouldestablishpilotpmgramswith 
Medical Ehmimrs' Offices to detennine prior KIWI convictions of 
drivers fatally injured invehicularcrashes. 

AllstatesshouldeMct~~~safetybeltla~. Instateswhere 
mandatory belt usage laws have been repealed, public officials shad work 
through enplayers, the local media and traffic safety organizations to 
prmotegreaterjlxlblicawaremss abouttheirbeneficial use. 
lawsshcprldbesubj~topr~,~secondary,enforoement. 

Safetybelt 

Extensive UWI: training shculd be provided to all law enforcemeht offic&s: 

-Police Academies should ensu.mthattheircurriculmincorporates 
instruction on drunk driving detection, testiq, and testifying, 
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includimJStZiMa& FieldSobrietyTestingthatmeets~andIACP 
standards. 

-State~TaskForoesshauldreviewthel~eloftrainingthatis 
pmvidedtonewrefxuitsarx3encourage cooperative trainirq efforts. 
~StateHi~ysafety Officeor~eA~~ 
beemxluragedto~i~regularupdates~~~ivinglegislation 
and case law and cxmld develop training films for police officers on 
prqxrtestimolry~breathtesting~~t. 

-StatepOliceshcxiLdbe encouraged to share their expertise with county 
andlocdlenfo Fcement officers through the establishment of joint road 
block aperations. 

State shculdamendlawswhit% require the prosea&ion to detemine the 
level of intoxicationatthetimeofthedriver8s arrest. Theprc6ecution 
ofmspec&IIMIoffenders ishaqered instateswhemthepolicemst 
detemmehowdrunkape.rsonwasattheti.meofarrest. Theresultsofan 
eviderrtiarytestinthesestatesisnatadequatebyitselftobringabouta 
conviction. StatelawshculdbeameMedsothatthepmsecut ion only has to 
prave~tthedriver0sBAClevelexceededthestateperselevel a&that 
thedriverms operatingavehiclewithintwohours ofthetime of arrest. 

States should enact legislation to revoke the licenses ofyouthunderage 
21 who are convicted of illegal alcohol or drug possession. 

Statesshouldworkto ensux-etheexistenceofunivemalserver/management 
training forallretail alccholvendors: 

-Licensedretailestablishmentsshouldbechargedafeetocclverthe 
costofservertraining fortheiremployees. 

-Afederdlinteragemyccaraitteeshouldbeestablishedtodevel~t 
National Alcohol Server Training StarxWds. 

Unobligated402 funds shouldnotbediverted intohighwaycomtruction 
pmjectsbutshmldbe resewed for future traffic safety program. 

Fedeml,stateandlocalgwernmen 
citizen activist organizations. 

tsshouldpmvidetechnicalsqportto 
Citizen activist organizations have playa 

a by role in focusing legislative, judicial, pmsecuto rial, andmedia 
attention on the problem of dnmk driving. Survey respotients identified 
citizen graups as having exercised primary leadership on the issue of drunk 
driving. Theircontinu&effortsdeservegw ernment suppoti. 
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ThisWofstatiandlocdl 
drunkdriv~~began 
with the goal of aIE%+eringfour 
qUeStiOnS: 
1) To what extent have the 
m-eSidential. carpnjion 
recarrnerdationsbeenimplemented? 
2) what ob6tacles have been 
encahxd in efforts to implement 
dmnkdrivhgcountermeasures? 
3)HowcanWleseobstaclesbe 
adklressedtioverccme? 
4)whatelseisneededtobrirrgabout 
further3xducti~indrunkdri.v~ 
crashes? 
We are ntx in a position to summrize 
theansmrstothcsequestions. 

Arxx>rdingtothesuarey 
respotierrts,thepreSidential 
Commission mcmmmdations have 
achievfzdamdestlevelof 
implementation. Mcst states have 
made same effort to implement met of 
therecananendatians. lbelevel of 
implementationvaries across 
categories. Remmemhtionsdeal~ 
withtheenforcemmt of WI laws 
appeartohaveachievedthegreatest 
degree of inplemntation, while 
remmmxhtionstaryetirrgprevention 
mmsureshavethe1owest1eve.l of 
implmentation. Onaverage, 
enfo-t reammnhtians received 
a rating of 3.2 (on a scale of l-5 
where1equalsnoi.n@ementationard 
5equals ful.liq&mntation), 
cmpared tisf4 for 
prevention 
(- page 25). 

If we examine the 59 individual 
recammendationsmadebythe 
Presidential -ion (scaneofthe 
39 recoarnnendations had s&-park), km 
againanzledtotheconclusionthat, 
on the whole, the recanrnendations 
havea&iev&ar&estl~el of 
implementation: 
- 420fthe reccsnwrendations have 
achievedscxnedegreeof 
k~~ementation in 70 percent of the 

- 27ofthe ionsbave 
achieved- hpleE&a- 
tionin80percentoftbestatest 
- 22 ofthe recumahtions have 
achievedsanedeg3xeofh@menta- 
tionin90pexcentoftPaestates. 

While met ruxmer&tions have 
beenpartially iq&mented, only five 
have receivedanythkqapproa&hq 
universal inplemntation. 
- Mar&toq&ildxestraintusage 
lawshavebeen implemented inall 
states, theDistrictofCBlu&iaand 
Ialert Rico. 
- Aminimmdrinkingageof21has 
beenestablishedinall5Ostate5and 
t.heDistrictof~lu&ia. Ithasnot 
yetbeenestablishedinpuertoRico. 
- Pmormrequestionsrelatingto 
IWIhavebeen includedonthedriver 
license exams e by 48 
statesandthe District of Columbia. 
- Astatewideunifonnticketsystem 
hasbeenackptedin45states,the 
DistrictofCblunS3iaandFuertoRico. 
- Anillegalperselevelof.10 
percenthasbe6mestablishedin44 
statesamlthe District of Coluhia. 

Atthesametime,veryfew 
reammdations retain widely 
uninplemnted.Zkrmgtho5ewhichhave 
seen littleactivityare: 
- Pmhibitions on DwI[ plea 
baI&Ja3a?-liqwhifiexistinonlyll 

-OpeLamtainerlawswhichexistin 
onlyl9sutes; 
- MndatoxyE?ACtestingfor 
survivingdrivers involvedinserious 
or fatal injuq crashes, whichhas 
beenix@mE?ntedinonly19states. 

ThesecoMguestionweposedat 
theoutsetoftisk;dycollcernedthe 
chtacles that states andcoamtauuities 
haveemxmntemJini@menting 
anti-dnmkdrivingprogmms. A 
smnaqofthecbstaclescitedby 
-eYm%P=-h 
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5, Amviewofthese 

alack cffundirqanaverjxlrdened 
(zCRlrtsystem:andpublicdisinterest 
inthe issueofdnmkdriving. 

Alackoffm%qwas#emst 
fmquently cited cbsbcle. AcroordinJ 
tomspon3errtqitseri~ly 
restricts the effectiveness of 
enfomement,li~~,plblic 
infomationandprev&im 
activities. Many rmqmdmb also 
exprwsedccncemcverthefactthat 
thecourtandcmtzctionssystemsin 
theirjurisdictionscnildrnthaMle 
the Da caseload. Pleabaqaining,a 
lackofunifomi~ insentencirq 
offenders, lowerpoliceerrthusiasn 
form&ozxzemnt,ard~ 
de4zermxe~allcitedasthe 
by-pr0ductsofacourtsystem 
strainedtothelimitsofits 

capacity. -Y# - 
idmtified p33lic disintemst in the 
issueofdnmkdrivitqasapr&lem. 
Public intemstarr3support, they 
stated,iscrucialtothepassageof 
drunk driving legislation and to the 
sucmssofprevmtknpmgmman3 
efforts to &n&e yakh about the 
daryersofdnmkdrivi~~~. 

Tbgainabetterpempectiveon 
thesecbtacles, itishelpfulto 
axpare them to the tzb5tacles cited 
zff& Ff;etl;EfzeiE 

Arxomtimg'Office amducbdasuwey 
ofthehighwaysafetyrepresentatives 
hall 5OstateS,the District of 
Colum?3iaark3PuertoRimtias3& 
them for their Wiews concemkq the 
obstaclestocmbatingthe 
drinki.g+riverproblem.~l Inthat 
sllrvey the following ten cbstilcles 
werecited: 

ObStZlClW 

Gmwing social acceptabilityanduse of 
ofalcchol 

Lack0fadequatelnfmcdtcevaluate~ 
successoftheanti-drinking-driver 
CampaM 

Shortage of resumes to minimize the 
drinkemlrivinrgprcblem 

Iackofjudicialsystmsupporttohelp 
solvethedrinking+riverpmblem 

Acrwdedcmrtsysteminhibitsimmased 
drinker4rivbq~oxcement 

LackofFederalleader&ipinthedesign 
and dwelqment of mlic information 
and&ucationpmgrams toc2Imbatthe 
drinking*iverprablem 

Lack of effective n&h&s to identify and 
~~ze~ofalc+olMoccntri- 

l.nkemwlverprablcsn 
Lackofadequateamnibnentorlthepart 

OfePlforcesnent officials to solving the 
drinking-driverpmblem 

MIzs1shasnot2bdequatelyinfonnedthe 
States of the relative suaEss of ather 
Stateandalocaldrinking-driverprcqam 

Lcxmxzdlegdl-drinkingage 

yes 

79 

-taues 
No Non 

21 

77 23 

77 23 

73 25 2 

62 38 

56 44 

56 

54 

54 
37 

36 8 

44 2 

44 2 
63 

he Drinkbq43riverPmblem -WhatCanEeDoneAboutIt? A 
Repotitothecorrgressbythecarptro11er- oftheunibd 
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Aaqerisonoftheseti 
cbstacleswiththeob6taclescitedby 
aUrSlXV~~reyealSbOth 

similaritiesanldiffemxzes, 
rzylT p- Fe 
furtherattention. ZXY 
criticism fm our sumey 
nzspodats, for instame, of the 
Fedemlgovmxnen t's lack of 
leadershiporNHISA~s failureto 
revaluation infomationto 

Onthecantrary,when 
asked %hat Fedex&l activities have 
helpedyourstatecmbatdrunk 
driving,lm the se4xmd mst frequent 
answerwas%&ningprogramsand 
technicalassistancepmvidedby 
Ni-m3LNt While few of cur respondents 
mentioned the need for adequate 
methodsto6mUatedrunkdriver 
programs,therewerecallsformre 
widespread evaluation of 
coun-. Similarly, notmany 
of our responderrts criticized the 
enforcementamtmityforimdeguate 
cortrmimt, although scare m 
didfeelthatthepresentlevelof 
enforcementhaddrop@offfrma 
pmkitreachedseveralyearsago. 

The similaritiesbetweenthe&io 
smveysaremorestrikingthanthe 
differences. Rfqmr&mSstill 
complainofthe social acceptability 
ofdrinkinganddrivixqandthelack 
of public interest inthepmblan. 
TIheywerequickto~teabazt 
the shortage ofmscumesarrl 
funding,-- --- 
thelackofjudicial support. They 
alsowerecriticalofthealcohol 
beverage retailers ard m 
theexpansionofservertrainiqand 
dramshopstatutes. whenwasked 
h~sericuslyvaricusgmupstmatxd 
theproblmofdnmkdriviq, retail 
alcoholvendorsrankedlast, 
receiving a mean scorn of 2.2 0~1 a 
scale of l-5. While sane obstacles 
havebeenr@rrrrved,manyofthemare 
perceivedtobethesamatoday,asten 
years ago. 

Theexistenceoftheseobstacles 

leadsusB;otbethirdquestimthat 
gtlkk!dahur~: Hcrwcanthese 
obstacles be cw-. 3 Witha& 
repeatirrs the rerxnmrendationsthatwe 
outlined in the previw section, let 
usmmelyreiteratea~beliefthat 
these obstacles, whiledifficultand 
insomecaseslong~,arenat 
-le. Webelievethatthe 
specific cxxlntermeasures artlined in 
thisreportmmakeasignificant 
contributiontotheeliminationof 
thesepmblt?m. In appn3aching these 
&stacks, tier, weneeda 
prehensive plan of action aM 
clear priorities for ax limited 
resamxs.Tosayasmchbriqsus 
tothefourthandfinalquestionwe 
pcpeda, aat else is needed 

furtherreductionsin 
dnmkdrivi3-mgcrashes. medata 
gatheredfrmoursurveyarrd 
intemiews suggests that efforts to 
achieve furtherreductionsare 
haqxredby fourmajorpmblems 
whiti, inturn,havegeneratxda 
numberof subsidiaxycbstacles. 
Theseproblems,aswehavestated, 
are 1) a lack of funding, 2) an 
ove.&U&xdcourtsysttrm,3)the 
problemofrecidivisrn, aM4) the 
need for effective enforcement. We 
believetbatfutureeffortstoreduce 
the incidenceofdnmkdrivingmust 
foalsonov~ theseobstacles 
ardlimilztions. 

InalrhastetofirdIM?w 
solutionstotheseproblems,however, 
weshaildnotoverlookthevalueof 
thereaam&ationscontainedinthe 
FVesidentialCcimissionRqmrt. The 
findingsrevealedbythisassessment 
suggest that its 39 rexmm&tions 
havestoodthetestoftimeandana 
as~evanttodayaswhentheywere 
fimtpmposed. Ifanymng,the 
vtions are mt wanting: 
rather, theyhavemtbeentried. We 
canonlyhopethatthism?portmay 
spurstalxsandcxmwnitiesto 
reexaGxthePresidential CXxmission 
=?F*a uWe&akeasustained 
effort to irrplemfmt the systems 
approachitxemmmds. 
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APPENDIX& 

Use of Sobriety cb3zkpoints 

?he table on thefollowingpagei.&ic&f~thesumey 
respondents' perception of the use of scbriety 
checkpoirrts in their states in 1983 and 1989. 
-rdj-w to the responden-, there has been an 
werall net i,ncmae intheuseofcheckpintssinoe 
1983. 16 states in%icatesligMlymoreactivity in 
1989, while only 10 states report less activity. 

?he respondents wereaskedtoratebciththefreqwxy 
a&extensivenessofthedeckpoints. 

As of Sepm 1989, the constitutionality of 
roadside &xkpoints had been decidedin33states. 
In 21 states, appellatecuurtshaveheldthattheuse 
of IX?I rcadblocks does not violate either state or 
federal constitutional prwisions. Five of these 
case3 have been appealed t0theU.S. Supreme-. 
The court declinedtoreviewthefintfourcasesbut 
has agreed to e argummtsinthelatestcaseof 
Michigan State Police versus Stitz. A decision is 
-byt-- of 1990. 
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Use of sobriety Checkpoints 
1983 vs. 1989 

Summary: 16 States shoved slightly more activity in 1989 than in 1983 
10 States shoved less activity In 1989 
26 States shoved no change in activity 

1. Alabama 
2. Alaska 
3. Arizona 
4. Arkansas 
5. California 
6. Colorado 
7. Connecticut 
8. Delavare 
9. Florida 
10. Georgia 
11. Hava i i 
12. Idaho 
13. Illinois 
14. Indiana 
15. Iova 
16. Kansas 
17. Kentucky 
18. Louisana 
19. Maine 
20. Maryland 
21. Massachusetts 
22. Hlchigan 
23. Minnesota 
24. Mississippi 
25. Missouri 
26. Montana 

1983 1989 

0 1 

0 1 s 
0 0 
0 
1. ; 
0 1 
1 1 
1 1 
i 1 

1 t 
1 1 
1 1 
1 1 
1 1 
1 1 
1 0 

1 3 i 
1 1 
0 0 
1 1 
0 1 

1 0 i 

27. Nebraska 
28. Nevada 
29. New Hampshire 
30. New Jersey 
31. New Mexico 
32. New York 
33. N. Carolina 
34. N. Dakota 
35. Ohio 
36. Oklahoma 
37. Oregon 
38. Pennsylvania 
39. Rhode Island 
40. S. Carolina 
41. S. Dakota 
42. Tennessee 
43. Texas 
44. Utah 
45. Vermont 
46. Virginia 
47. Washington 
48. W. Virginia 
49. Wisconsin 
50, Wyoming 
51. Washington DC 
52. Puerto Rico 

1983 1989 

1 1 
0 1 

f 
0 
2 

i!i 
2 
1 

1 1 

x x 
2 0 
1 0 
0 1 
1 0 
0 1 
0 1 
1 1 
0 0 
1 1 
1 1 
1 1 
1 0 
0 1 
1 0 
0 0 

ii 
1 
0 

Codes: 4 - Used frequently by many localities 
3 - Ued frequently by a fev localities 
2 - Used occasionally by many localities 
1 - Used occasionally by a fev localities 
0 - Virtually no localities ever used them 
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Atmng the questionswhi&wwzeincladedonthesumey 
was one i.rquir* into the status of StateDnmk 
Driving TaskForces. Inthehalcyondaysoftheearly 
1980's nearly every state crested a Task Force to 
bring tcgethr mm 
action. 

parties tocraftaplanof 
Over the years, the mmker of active Task 

Forces has steadily diminished. According tothe 
survey respotients, 25 states -tly have an active 
TaskForce. 
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Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
m1orado 
Chnnectiart 
Delaware 
Florida 
Geoqia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Il-diana 
I%&3 

Kentucky 
Imisiana 

igz3rr3 
Massac3luse~ 
Michigan . -ta 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
NCSE& 
New IIampshire 
NewJersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
N. Carolina 
N. Ihkota 
Ohio 

Oklahcpna 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
s. carolh 
s. Dakota 

V-nt 
Virginia 
Washingbn 
W.Vi@nia 
WiSConSjn 
99 
District of Coluthia 
Puerto Rio0 

lhsk Force 
No YeS 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
x 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
N/A WA 
X X 
X 
X 
X 
WA 
x 
X 

status 
Active Inactive 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X- 
x 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
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X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
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State Task Force Contacts 

In a separate follm-up sumey to the G0vemor8s 
Highway Safety Representatives in August 1989, m 
asked again whethertheirsta~hdaWskForceand, 
if so, whocouldbeamtacted for further information 
about it. Thisapprdixliststhenamesandaddmsses 
ofthosereportedcontacts. 
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STATE TASK 

JohnFWkins 
AlaholCooxdinator 
ALDept.ofEcmomicarKl 

0mmityAffaixs 
3465 Normn Brige F&ad 
Montgcmeq, AL 36103 
(205) 242-5897 

T. Michael Lewis 
Guvernor~sHighway Safety 

FGpresenative 
P. 0. Box N 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

AFUZONA 

No information available 

ARKANSAS 

No information available 

CALIFORNIA 

MarilynSabin 
AlccholmxpmManager 
Office of Traffic Safety 
7000 Franklin Blvd., Suite 330 
Sacramento, CA 95823 

axxxwzo 

No information available 

a3NNEmIm 

No information available 

Theresadelmfo 
ManagementAnalyst 
Office of Highway Safety 
802 Silver b&e Boulevazd 
Dover, DE 19901 

No information available 

FORCE CONTACTS 

Patricia A. R&mm@ 
Dep. Dir. forSh&anceAhse 
ties&es, 
Div. of Mental Health, Mental 
RebrdationandSubsbxeAbuse 
GeozyiaDept.ofIimanI&wumes 
878 FQaclkree Street, N.E. 
Atlanta, GA 30309-3999 

lIlB!az 

No infozn&ionavailable 

ZBHQ 

No informationavailable 

S. Rown Wcolfork 
Director, Div. of Traffic Safety 
Illinois Dept. of Transporbtion 
2300 S. Dirksen Parkmy 
Sringfield, IL 62764 

INDIANA 

No infomationavailable 

DB 

No information available 

KANSAS 

No informtion available 

MarkBubenzer 
Executive Director 
IGentuckyCrimeWim 
417 High Street, 31ed Floor 
Frankfort, KY 40601 

IEUISIANA 

No information available 

MAINE 

No infomationavailable 
69 



ive Assistant for 

land Dept. of Transportation 
301 w. Preston street 
B3ltimore, MD 21201 

No information available 

No information available 

SteveSimon 
-fessor . MmnesotaCriminalJustice~ 
IlwITaskF'mce 
190 law center 
229 19th Avenue South 
Minnwplis, MN 55455 

MISSIPPI 

No informtion available 

MIssouRI 

Vicky Williams 
PrqramspeCial.ist 
&thsouri Div. of Highway Safety 
P. 0. Box 1406 
Jefferson City, Missad 65102 

John B. McUffee 
Cuordhator 
New~Hi$lWEly 

safety NT-Y 
117 r-mxw&z street 
PineInnPlaza 
mncoti, NH 03301 

William T. Taylor 
Guvernor's Represen tative 

for Highway Safety 
Division of Highway Traffic Safety 
CN -048 
Trenbn, N.7 08625 

Paul Nathenson 
Direcbr,Imtilxteof 

Fublic Law 
1117 Stanfozd N.E. 
w, New Mexico 87131 

NEW YORK 

Patricia Adduci 
CmanissionerofMotorVehicles 
State of New York 
Dept. ofMotorV&icles 
EnpireStatePlaza 
Albany, NY 12228 

Nom cAw3T;INA 

No informationavailable 

No information available 

Fred E. Zwone&ek 
Administrator 

ofMotorV&icles 
Hic&raySafety Division 
3OlCentennial Mall South 
P. 0. Box 94612 
Iii.ncoln, NE 68509 

JimVuhlic 
DqutyAttorneyGeneml. 
Cbkman,Govemor~soomnittee 

on IXJI 61 Traffic Safety 
StateCapitol 
Office of Attorney General 
Bismardc, ND 58505 
(701) 224-2210 

No infomationavailable 

No information available 
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No infomationavailable 

OREGON 

Gil Bellamy 
Administrator, Oregon Traffic 

SafetyQmnissian 
4oostateLibEq03uilding 
Salem, Oregon 97310 

Imi.sR.Rader 
Manager,pennsylvaniaAl~l 

%#-Y safety Program 
Pennsylvania -I?+-* 

Transprtation 
center for Highway Safety 
TtSEbildiq,RoaPn212 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 

RI-DDE ISLAND 

JosqhDeAngelis 
speaker, House of Representatives 
State House Offioe Bl&g., l&mu 323 
Providence, RI 02903 

t5ouIHcARoLINA 

No information available 

SCUIHDAKOTA 

No infoxmation available 

TEINNESEE 

No infomation available 

TMAS 

No infomationavailable 

VIlAH 

No infomation available 

of 

No infonnationavailable 

VIRGINIA 

23OOWestFWxdStmet 
Ridnncd, VA 23220 

Noinfomationavailable 

WESTVIRGINIA 

Lt.HfXbRichardsan 
Executive Director 
WestVi@niaDrunkDriving 

F?msentionC!mmission 
725 Jefferson Road 
Sakh Charkstxm, W. VA 25309 
(304) 746-2203 

WIscoNsIN 

No infomation 

WYOMING 

No information 

available 

available 

DISTRI(X'OFcoulMBIA 

No infomationavailable 

pllElaoRIm 

No imfomationavailable 

AMERImm 

No infom&ionavailable 
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APPENDIX 4 

How seriously is drunk driving considered? 

One question we wished to explore on our 
survey was the seriousness which various 
groups accord to the problem of drunk 
driving. Periodically in the survey we 
asked our respondents how seriously they 
believed various groups treated the 
issue of drunk driving. The respondents 
were asked to rate the seriousness of 
each group's commitment on a scale of 
1-5, with 1 indicating that the group 
did not treat the issue seriously and 5 
indicating that they treated drunk 
driving very seriously. The mean scores 
for each of the groups is given below. 
A breakdown of the groups by state is 
listed on the following page. 

1 2 . . . . . . . . . . 3 4 . . ..C . . . . . 5 
not serious 

Law enforcement officials: 

Top state officials: 

General public: 

State legislature: 

Prosecutors and judges: 

Youth: 

Retail alcohol vendors: 

very serious 

mean = 4.1 

mean = 3.8 

mean = 3.5 

mean = 3.4 

mean = 3.4 

mean = 3.0 

mean = 2.2 
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AL 3.2 

AK 3.3 

AR 

CA 

co 

CT 

DE 

FL 

GA 

HI 

ID 

IL 

IN 

IA 

KS 

% KY 

LA 

,La 
mE 

mo 

flA 

mI 

rnN 

ms 

2.2 

4.0 

3.8 

3.8 

4.2 

3.7 

2.7 * 

4.0 

3.8 

3.5 

3.6 

3.7 

3.8 

3.0 

3.0 

4.7 

4.0 

3.4 

2.8 

4.2 

3.3 

4.3 3.8 

4.5 4.3 

4.0 2.8 

4.3 3.5 

4.3 4.0 

4.5 4.3 

4.6 4.2 

3.7 3.8 

4.8 1.0 

4.8 4.1 

5.0 3.5 

4.3 3.5 

2.8 3.3 

4.3 3.3 

3.3 2.7 

4.3 3.3 

4.2 2.8 

3.6 3.7 

N 4.0 

3.2 3.3 

3.6 2.8 

4.4 3.8 

4.7 2.3 

2.8 

1.8 

1.3 

1.9 

2.0 

3.0 

2.0 

2.7 

3.0 

1.7 

2.3 

2.2 

3.2 

3.0 

2.7 

- 2.6 

1.8 

2.5 

1.7 

2.3 

1.2 

2.0 

2*0 

73 

3.4 2.4 3.6 

3.3 3.8 3.0 

2.0 2.3 4.5 

3.6 3.5 3.3 

3.8 3.3 3.7 

3.8 2.5 3.4 

4.2 2.3 3.6 

3.7 3.6 4.8 

3.4 3.5 3.5 

3.6 2.3 3.7 

3.7 2.3 4.0 

3.6 3.0 4.0 

3.6 3.0 4.8 

3.5 3.8 4.3 

4.3 2.6 3*7 

3.6 3.3 4.4 

3.6 2.4 3.0 

3.6 2.4 4.4 

2.7 3.0 4.7 

3.2 3.0 4.3 

2.6 2e8 3.2 

3.6 2.8 4.2 

2.7 3.2 3.7 



m 

N 

Iv1 

NJ 

M 

NY 

NC 

Ml 

a-4 

al 

PA 

SC 

TN 

TX 

VT 

VA 

2.4 

3.0 

4.0 

3.7 

4.3 

3.0 

3.6 

3.2 

2.7 

2.9 

3.4 

3.4 

3.4 

3.3 

2.3 

3.3 

3.2 

3.5 

3.3 

3.2 

3.4 

2.4 

4.3 

4.0 

4.6 

4.6 

33 

38 

4.3 

4.0 

3.5 

4.0 

4.0 

4.3 

4.0 

4.6 

3.0 

3.5 

4.4 

2.2 

294 

2.6 

3.0 

3.6 

3.7 

3.3 

3.6 

3.3 

3.3 

3.0 

3.3 

3.0 

2.6 

N 

2.7 

3.7 

3.2 

4.0 

2.7 

4.0 

3.6 

2.6 

2.6 

1.7 

23 

35 

2.0 

3.0 

2.6 

2.6 

3.0 

2.0 

25 

2.0 

2.0 

N 

1.0 

3.0 

2.5 

33 

2.0 

2.2 

1.7 

1.0 

pmreartars Alcdd haal YDuth Tcp 
6teteofficials 

2.8 

4.0 

3.3 

3.4 

4.0 

3.3 

3.7 

4.0 

3.3 

26 

3.7 

3JJ 

2.9 

3.0 

1.3 

3.0 

3.7 

4.6 

3.0 

3.8 

2.6 

1.4 

3.2 3.4 

4.3 3.5 

3.0 3.6 

4.0 4.0 

3.0 3.6 

3.0 4.7 

2.5 3.3 

3.1 4.3 

2.6 4.4 

2.4 4.0 

2.4 3.6 

3.0 3.5 

3.5 4.3 

4.3 3.0 

3.0 3.0 

3.0 4.3 

4.3 38 

3.5 3.5 

3.5 3.5 

4.3 4.3 

3.5 3.5 

3.6 3.6 
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In ead2 section of thesurvey,weaskedrespondentswhatobtaclesthey 
had ellaxln-. ?hese ol3stacles were then summarizedandoqanized 
according to the countornu&erofcitations. Alangwiththecount,we 
have included the percentage of respondents who identified each obstacle: 

Elevenquestionsabout,~cleswere included i.nthE?sumey: 

Question4: 

oUestion7: 

Question 17: 

Question 22: 

Question 29: 

Question 35: 

Question 40: 

Qxstion 48: 

Question 53: 

Westion 55: 

Question 65: 

what abstacles have keen encoun- in efforts to 
drunk dri.v&q leaislation in your state? 

What obstacles exist to more effective enfomement of 
dri.nkbqanddrivinc~laws inyourstate? 

What obstacles exist to more effective-prosecution 
adiudication of IM offenders? 

What obstacleshavehWbredthe inplementationoflicensinq 
rrreafllresdesignedtoccanbatdrunkdriving? 

What obstacles have hindered the dbeminationof 
infortMtion~dlccholuseandhi~ysafety? 

What cbstacles have hkxkredthedevel~tofprevtx-k.ion 
P-T 

What obstacles have been encoun- in efforts to K&LICE 
youth drinking and driving in your state? 

Pihat &stacks have been enccuntered 
blrsinesses, and other omanizations 
effortstomducednmkdriving inyourstate? 

What problems have such citizen activist gruups 

What ok6tacles have been -Minestabl 
state'_s leader&b and coordinative role? 

Whatdoyouseeas themaiorobstacles tobe ove.mxm? 
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QUBTIQN 4: What abstacles have bef3-1 b in efforts to pass 
drunkdrivim~legislation inymrstate? 

count FGrcentaue of 
F?fzs?mndents 

50 22.9 

30 13.3 

29 13.3 

28 12.8 

24 11.0 

20 9.2 

19 8.7 

17 7.8 

15 6.9 

12 5.5 

3.2 

2.8 

7 

6 

54 24.8 Attibkieof Legislatirs, incpudi"smpathy 
withdrunkdrivers,lackof3nbrestinthe 
issue,andfailuretoconsider~aseri~ 
pmblem 

Influence of alcohol beverage indusky or 
retailers 

lhfluenceoflawyers, including lawyers in 
the legislature 

Budgetrzomtraints; insufficientfuMi3q 

Public apathy: lack of p.blic sqpoxt, 
p-,orlW* 

Concern regadhj excessive penalties or 
apposition to m penalties 

Little apposition, no serious oketacles, 
adequateexistinglaws 

Concernregar&@theconstituti~i~of 
IMI laws and violating civic rights 

Apathyortolerance ofthepmblenlofmK; 
empathywithdnsnkdrivers 

Froblem3withinadequatemxqxmerfor 
enformment~orabacklcggedcourtand 
correction system 

Iackofcoordination, cazperation, or 
00nsensus 

Lack of sqport (or oppositicn) frcm j-es 

Lack of support (or qqpcsition) frm the 
c3t3vmr 
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116 53.5 

48 22.1 

29 

27 

26 

20 

13.4 

12.4 

12.0 

9.2 

20 9.2 

20 

17 

15 

9.2 

7.8 

6.9 

.9 

.9 

Question7: Whatobbclesexisttomxeeffectiveenforcementof 
drinkixqan3drivirqlaws inyourstate? 

Pmblenswithj*es: lackoftraining, fail 
to take LWI seriously, fail to impose severe 
sanctions, inconsistent Lsakencw 

Ov~&caurt5ystemincapableof 
adjudicating cases expeditiously 

Lack of p&lic support or involvement 

Lack of training for law enfo nxment officexs 

PrablmwithpB rs: pleabargain; fail 
to take D4I seriously; lack of training; lack 
of consistent or effective prosection 

Inadequate jail facilities 
‘” Lackofenfo rcement effort: apathy tmard 

WI; failure to enforce laws 

Focusondrugsandothercriminaloff- 
diverb~away frmD?Ienfomzment; 
luw priority of DWI: 

Inadequatenuberofpromcuto rstihandle 
Caseload 

Nosericuspmblems 
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Question 17: Whatakstacl~ 4sttoanoreeffectiveprcsecuti~and 
adjuaication of WI offenders? 

count 

80 

FSzrcentaqe of 
RetsDotients 

41.9 

39 20.4 

37 19.4 

31 16.2 

30 15.7 

22 11.5 

8 4.2 

6 3.1 

1.6 

1.6 Noseriousproblems. 

Obstacle 

cBr~calrtsysec3m(tiproseartors 
axdjMges;) wurtde-lays. 

Lack of uniform -ins by W%w: 
unwilli3qnessofjudgestoadhereto 
pn3scribedsanctions;judicialdiscretion; 
leniencytcrward~&iv~. 

Lack of training or education for jukps ard 
pI325ecutcrs. 

Inadequate jail space or axrectional 
facilities. 

Prablemsind&Gningacceptableevidence; 
betterjudicialaaxptmce of Horizcmtal 
GazeNystaganusandEtEtestsr police 
failirqtoadheret0legaltestiq 
P-. 

LackofaxmSnationwithinthecriminaJ. 
justicesystem(includingbetweenlaw 
enfolLxxmmt~courts.) 
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Question 22: Whatak6tacleshavehiMemdthe i.@emntationof licmsiq 
nmsuxesdesignedtoaxbatdnmkdrivixg? 

count percentase of 
FiesDondents 

45 27.6 

24 14.7. 

is 11.7 

16 9.8 

14 8.6 

13 8.0 

11 6.7 

10 6.1 

7 4.3 

5 3.1 j 

3 1.8 

obstacles 

Iackof l@slative support; inadequate 
legislation; lack of legislative mandate 

-*fclnding 

Poor use of judicial discretion; excessive use of 
hardshiplicmses; lenient sanctim 

Poor court rzqortiq of convictions to DMV (e.g. 
failu.mtoreport;delays inreporting; 
inaccuyate reporting) 

None 

Insufficient manpomr 

Offenders who continue to drive withuut a 
license;inadequatesanctionstodeterdrivirgon 
a revoked license; no follow-up 

Issuance of pruvisional or restricted licenses 

Issuance of pruvisional or restricted licenses 

Iackofnational. registry; imdequateex&angeof 
informationbeWeenstates 

Iac.kofspWiytiials/hearinjs 
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Qklestion 29: Idhat dbstacles 
infomationon 

12 

11 

10 

18 

14 

coclnt 

87 

24 

E%zmxnQge of 

53.0 

14.6 

11.0 

8.5 

7.3 

6.7 

6.1 

of lie 

obstaCl@5 

Lack of flmds, 

Noproblw 

CJmpetitiori fmother social lems (e.g. 
drugs, =w 

Lackofcoordination 

Inabilitytocbtain (primtime) airtime 

Infhemeof~al~l~m~industry 
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Question 35: whatahstacleshave~the~elqmentofprwention 
Programs? 

count percentaae of 
Resootients 

88 54.0 

25 15.3 

22 

20 

I.7 

9 

5 

4 

4 

16.0 

12.3 

10.4 

5.5 

3.1 

2.5 Alcohol advertising 

2.5 None 

ClkStdCleS 

Lack of @lit intemst or failure to recognize 
prcblem;soci&l attitudestowarddrinkbq 
behavior 

Unreqkive attitu3e or apposition frm the 
ah&o1 i.ndu&y aId alc&ol retailers 

Iack of coordination 

Lack of support from key public officials 
ad/or legislature 

Fbnding and wlicity given to drug problem or 
other issues: low priority of WI 

Iack of qualified trainem; lack of adequab 
training 
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Question 40: What obstacks have been exmmbd in efforts to reduce 
youthdrinkinganddriviqi.nyoursta~? 

count 

31 

30 

Fercmtacre of 
ResRondmts 

19*5 

18.9 

23 14.5 

22 13.8 

21 13.2 

21 13.2 

20 12.6 

13 8.2 

11 6.9 

6 3.8 

5 3.1 

2 1.3 

(-3bStacleS 

Iackof- 

Iackofsevem2sanctionsforycuth;leni~ 
judgesardpxkecutom;tre2pting~ 
differentthanadults 

Gmeralczmmnityatti~estcward~ 
drinking: a.gmtiy to youth Em 

AttitudeofyouthWwarddrinking;peer 
prt3suretodarink;terndencytoignorerisks 

IacJCOfparmtalco~parental~al 

Pmblemswithschooledu~tion: difficulty 
integxatingalaholanddruginfom&ioninto 
s&oolauriailum;denialofpruble~~byschool 
adnhistmtors; lackofschooleducati~ 

Easewithwhichyourqpeoplecancbtain 
alccholic beverages 

Influence of alcchol beverage i.r&&ry, 
i+cluding ina~mpriatemarketing 

Inadequatelawenfo-t 

Lack of legislative support; inadequate laws 
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Question 48: What cbtacles have been 633mmbd ingettitqcitizens, 
~inessesandatherorganizati~toparticipateineffo~ 
tomducedrunkdriviqinycmrstxlx? 

count pflrcentaae of 
Res?mtients 

41 32.5 

28 22.2 

21 

17 

16.7 

13.5 

8 6.3 

7 5.6 

5 4.0 

CbShCleS 

Gmeral societal tokrance 
driving; failure to 

OftBkkingand 
~zethepmblemof 

DWI; lackofund~ 

Little incentive to becme involved: difficult 
tomotivatepeopletogetinvolved 

Lack of fl.xdq, =p=h or- 

Iackofcmordination;~ forazmdinat~ 
bodysuchasaTaskFome 

Nomajorproblens 

Caqeting issues vie for their attention 

Difficulttosusbinanin~;IlWI:not:a 
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43 26.7 Lackofflmds 

30 18.6 Declining @dicinterest intheprublem; lack 
of @lit interest 

23 14.3 Lack of professional imge; negative image; 
extrem positions turn off plblic; seen as 
self-rightewsczmsad~;tooemotioa7al;seek 
excessivelyseveresanctions 

19 

18 

15 

14 8.7 

10 6.2 

5 

2 

11.8 Ehlrncut;sustainingin~of~; 
sxmglacency; frustration 

11.2 I&sistance fmnlegislato~, and/orjMges, 
pmeecut~xs, police 

9.3 Lack of modnation ad organization (bath 
amngnmbersand~andwithather 
-1 

3.1 

1.2 

Insufficimt volunteers; small nwbemhip; 
recruilmentdifficult 

Ccqetition for da attsmtion form oths 
causes;diffiailtyg- tirqdaattention 

Internal. conflicts 

No major problems 
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Question 55: what abstacles have lczeen ermwm~inestabl~the 
state8sl~dexshipandcoo~tiverol~? 

mu& 

38 

27 

12 

11 

a 

3 

Peramtaqe of 
ResDotients 

33.6 

23.9 

10.6 

9.7 

7.1 

2.7 

?Ibrf battles; 
jurisdictions 

la& of coordination; 

Iackof-,manpcrwer,and/or 

No single agency tzaken the lead; lack of 
leadershilp 

No major prdbl- 

Lack of in-; fails to mccgnize the 
problem; low priority of WI 

Failure to devisea singleunified strategy 
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qUestion 65: what do you see as th major Pes to be ? 

78 38.2 or 

39 19.1 La& of rt f3mltl la- 
ac3kGtratim 

13 6.4 Ia& of tim 
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Canpleted Survey Instrument 

melrreansc0~ardmxtfrequmtresponseshavebeen 
listed on this sample survey ildmment. 
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1. Who or what organitatlons have exhibited leadershtp on the issue of drunk driving in your state? 
(Please rank up to 3 in order of Knportance, 1 being most important) 

3 Governor - televison media 
2 Governor’s HIghway Safety Representative - print medra 
- state legfslaror _ business coabllon 
- sDte Attorney General - other (please speCi?/l 
1 crOaen organuaf~on -noone 

2. What are the most slgniflcant factors III gertrng drunk drivrng legislation passed in your state? 
(Please rank up to 3 in order of importance, 1 being mOSt important) 

- efforfs of the Governor 3 groundswell of public supporl 
- support of the Governor’s Highway Safety 2 leadership by a key state legislator 

Representake 1 lobbying by concerned citizens 
- med/a afrentlon - other (please specify) 
- we// publicrzed drunk driving crash 

3. In general how seriously do you belteve the state legislature treats the issue of DWI? (please circle a number on the scale) 
mean = 3.4 not seriously ‘I 2 3 4 5 very seriously 

4. What obstacles have been encountered in efforts to pass drunk driving legislation in your stale? 
11 attitude of legislators including apathy toward problem and esnpathy with drunk drivers 

5. What else is needed to have an effective package of drunk driving legislation in your state? 
1) enactment of administrative per se license sanctions 
2) public suDnort or nublic pressure: a chanae:in‘publfc attitude: more grass oots..effort 
3) treater Dublicitv and media attention: increased public information and edufc'ation 

ENFORCEMENT 

beentmplernented? 

Adoptton of a statewide uniform ticket system (PCDD #bl4). mean = 3.8 notat all 1 2 3 4 5 fuf& 

Use of sobriety checkpoints (PCDD % 17) mean = 2-8 rxzataB 1 2 3 4 5 fuHy 

Adoption of expedrttous arrest, booking and charging procedures (PCDD $i 19) mean re 3 - 3 ffof af s/i 7 2 3 4 5 fully 

6. in general how seriously do you believe law enforcement officials treat DWI? 
mean = 4.1 no1 seriously 1 2 3 4 5 very serrously 

7. What obstacles exist to more effective enforcement of drinking and driving laws in your state7 
I) lack of funds, manpower. 
2) problems with judges: apa ininrr. inconsistent sentencing, leniency 
3) overburdened court system incapable of adim cases eXoeditiOU§lV 

8. List the 3 enforcement measures that you feel would offer the greatest deterrence to drunk driving in your state. 

1) increased use of sobrietv cheCknoints 
2) increased enforcement effort includineal LZJ oatrols. saturwrnls 
3) administrative license sanctions won illpgal Der se violation or test refusal 

9. Which law enforcement agencies have been most active in making DWl arrests? (Rank up to 3 in order of importance) 
1 Stare police or hrghway patfO/ _2. county law enioorcement agency 
2 municfpal police - other (specify) 
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10. Brlrfly describe The trend in DWI arresrs In your Sta:e wee 1980. comparing the current level lo Ihe levels n 1980 ad 83. 

21; resDo 
tlk V~PP that there was an increase in th e arrest rate 

nded that there was an in- deaase followed bv a subseauent decrease 
12% responded that there was a decrease in the arrest rate - 

7 1. What factors do you believe have affected CharigeS In the arrest levels since 1980? 
increased publicity; greater pbulic awareness and support for enforcement officers 
channes in the law: new lenislation 

12. Which one of the fo!lowing best describes the use of sobriety checkpoInts in 1983’? 
&L used frequently by many localrfres 
fi%L used ffeguenlly by a few locakes 

3&L used occasfona~ly by a few local&es 

4sh used occasronal/y by many localrres 
3XL vrrfrial1) no /oca/;nes ever used fhem 

13. Which one of the following best describes the use of sobriety checkpoints torja)/! 
UE used frequently by many locablres 
m used frequenf/y by a few loca&es 

3x used occasonally by a few localrfres 

m used occauona//y by many locahf/es 
2.22 vrrrua/ly no localrfies ever use them 

34. To wha: exrenl do you belteve tha; checkpolnis are an eflectlve deterrent 10 drunk oflvlng’ 

mean = 3.8 nolarall 7 2 3 4 5 very 

75. What else IS required for effective law enforcement in your state? 
additional mannower 

i; traininn for law enforcement officers 
2) additional funding 

PROSECUTION/A 
TO whet extent have the following recommendations of the Presidential &mission on Drunk Driving 
been Implemented: 

Rosecutors and judges receive annual in-service training (PCDD # 13) mean - 2.8 notat all 7 2 3 4 5 fully 

Prosectltors provide police and courts wi?h Jega! mates on changes in DUi laws 
(PCDD * 13) mean = 2.9 not aiali 1 2 3 4 5 luNy 

State Chief Justice convenes annual meeTq to discuss DUI issues tPCDD + 13) m= 1.6 not af a// I 2 3 4 5 f&y 

Prohibi?lon on plea-bargaining in DUI cases (PCDD t21) mean = 2.4 nolalall I 2’ 3 4 5 fully 

Prosecutors initiate appe!bte action when judges dnregard mandatory sanctions 
(PCDD tr25) mean = 2.1 notataH 1 2 3 4 5 fully 

DUI trra!s concluded wl:hin 60 days. sentenctng wnhn 30 days, appellate process 
within 90 days (PCDD n-28) mean = 2.3 notatai! 7 2 3 4 5 f&y 

Minor traffic infractions adjudicated by smplihed, informal procedures (PCDD $28) m= 3.1 not a! a!/ 7 2 3 4 5 ful/y 

Pre-conviction diversIon prohibtted (PCDD #29) mean = 2.8 norala/! I 2 3 4 5 fuly 

Li!ni?ed issuance of hardship iIcenst$ c!:h elepbl!:y restrtcled to first-time oflenders 
(PCDD * 33) mean - 2.9 nor al all 7 2 3 4 5 fully 

Alcohol assessments available tc atI court= w ati required for repea! offenders 
(PCDD r3E) mean = 3.6 ml ala!/ 1 2 3 4 5 fuliy 

Offender required to appear In person lo request resump!lon of drivlrg prl&ge 
fPCDD x 37) mean = 3.0 not at ai; 1 2 3 4 5 fully 

Offender required to take les: on atoho: and hlghp:ay safety before return of 
driving privilege (PCDD #37) mean = 2.3 noratali I 2 3 4 5 hNy 

16 In general how SeriouSfY do you belleve prosecu!ors and judges treat DWI offenses7 : 

mean = 3.4 not serrously 7 2 3 4 5 wry scflously 

17 Wha! &s:acles extst to more effectwe prosecufbon and ad@tcatlon of DWI offenders? 
I) overburdened court svstem (both prosecutors and i 
2) lack of unifonnsentfnfi 

udges); court delays 
ne bv iudnes: unwillingness of iudRes to adhere to proscribed . Sfwtjynres? ilA7riziLA.sdiscreti on: judicial leniencv 

3) lack of training for judges and prosecutors 
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18. For each 01 the following offenses. select what you b&eve would be the most effective package of sanctions. Fill in the aptirr& num&r of 
days, hours or dollars. Cross out any SSfKtlOn that you b&eve IS inappropriate for the particular 0ffetE.e. 

1 St offense DUB: 
iail ~ days interkxk device - days 
lrcense suspension - days license p/ale confiscation - days 
fine - do//ars veh/cle confiscation -days 
trea ffnenl - days other 
community service hours other 
educarron c/asses - hours 

2nd offense WI: 
jatl days 
kcense suspensron - days 
fme dollars 
Pea tment - days 
communlry servrce - hours 
education classes - days 

interlock device --- days 
license plate confiscat/on - days 
vehxle confiscarron - days 
other 
other 

3rd off&se WI: 
jail - days 
license suspension - days 
Bne - dollars 
tr.ea rmenl - days 
community service hours 
educatron classes - hours 

rnrerlock devtce - days 
license plate confiscation ~ days 
vehtcle confiscation -days 
other 
other 

19. For each of the foliowIng sanctions, please place a mark unaer the appropriate column to indicate the current Level of use. 
high moderate no use 

la/l 15% 28% SF 
license suspenson 63% 25% --iE?- 

4% - 

fines 58%- 34% 8! ‘” 
treatment 3cIs: 

commuruly serwe 
-g- 

+g-- 40% 
-%- -E- 

education classes 
rnterlock devices 1% -s- -+- 

Bcense p/are conftsca0on 1% 
L&- 

22% 73% 
vehrcle confrsca tton 

home monironng ‘lock-up’ T --g- -$-- 
,IfEk- 

20. Currently, what kinds of efforts are made to follow-up on persons receiving ltcense suspensions to insure that they 
comply with the suspenslon7 (e.g. Increased fines. )atl, surveillance. license plate confiscation. etc.) 

4OA 
36% 1 

none;.not much: little 
additional sanctions ii rearrested (e.p. increased fines, license sanctions, iail) 

4% - nrobation 

21. What else IS required for effective prosecution and adjudtcatton in your state? 

1) training for prosecutors and/or judges 
2) more prosecutors; lower case load 
31 restricted nrosecutorial and/or iudicial discretion; restricted plea bargaining; 

less variation in court sentencing; mandatory sentences 
LCENSING 

To whet extent have the following & commendations 
been implemented? 

of the Presidential Commission ors fk~nk CkMng 

Cmvtctions m indlan reservarions and m&t* and iederaf far& rep0rter.I 10 state fi&mng acffhority 
(PCDD # 141 mean ,= 2,7 I mat all 7 2 3 4 5 fufty 

: 
Licenmg authontiis track WI offenders from arrest through dispwition :’ “. ’ ‘. 1 
(PCDD # 14) mean - 2,9 nol8fBU '1 2 3 4 5 

22. What obstacles have hindered the implementation of licensing measures designed to combat drunk driving? 

11 lack wf lepislative suDDort: lack of lenislative mandate; inadequate 1egiSktiOn 
2) Aadequate funn 
3) poor usof- 'u.dxa_l discretion: pwre 

len'ient' sane i- 
ssive 

ions 
us&f 'hardsh'iqcenses; 

23. To what extent are fake ID's and fraudulent licenses a p&tern n your state? 
mean = 3.2 no problem 7 2 3 4 5 greaf problem 
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24. What actions have been undenaken to combat the use of fake ID’s in your State? 
l-issuance of "tamper DrOOf" licenses 
7) penalties for using fake ID's. for altering licenses, for fraudulent license applicatio 
3) distinctivelv coded or marked licenses for youthful drivers 

25. What is the current level and what has been the trend since 1983 in the use of probationary or restwted licenses for DWI offenders? 
20% - no use of restricte licenses 11% - increased since 1983 

or . 
Y fwffenders 

6% -.remained the same since 1983 
6% - decreased since 1983 

26. To what extent are the license suspensions issued for DWI violations “hard” lrcense suspensions? 

mean = 3.4 wrfua//y none 9 2 3 4 5 wrtually all 

27. Are court convictrons for drinking and driving offenses consistently transmrtted to the department of motor vehicles? 
90% yes 10% no 

28. What else is required for effectrve licensng in your state’ 
. 

7) &z-t- -dun.g~ of information betwe en courts and DMV: computerization: improved record 
21 mive per se l&xnse Saaftions system 
3) increased funds and/or manpower for licensinp; authorities 

To what extent have the following recommendations of the Residential Commission on Drunk Driving 
been implemented? 

Promotion of alcohol use and htghway safety messages by !he media and influential 
community figures (PCDD ?# 3) mean = 4.6 

lntormatrcn on the hazards of drunk driving provided by motor vet-&b manufacturers 
and dealers, insurance companies and gas stattons @YXrD =6$ mean = 2.j 

.’ 
nixatatl. 1 2 3 4 5 my 

‘notaf al! I 2 3 4 5 furiy 

29. what ~&tacks have hrndered the dssemrnatton O! p&c tnformatlm cn alcohd use and highway safety? 
Jack of funds. manDower. or other resources 

ii lack of interest; DWI not perceived as a serious problem 
3) 430 pMAems 

30. How extensive are pubic informatton efforts In your St&e today? 

mean.= 3.6 nrrua//y no pub/~ doormat/on I 2 3 4 5 wdespread mforrrmon 

31. What is the current level of publlcrty given to the tssue of drunk orlving by the followrng media in your state? 
high medium IOW 

radio 21% 
TV programmmg 2 6% -e- -+- 

neivs broadcasts 28% 
PSA ‘s 30% 

qg 

49% 
-%- 

nevfspapers 2 1% 28% 
brllboards 10% 

w films 4% * 
alcohol advemsers 6% 52% 

no publicity 

32. Who in your state has been most active in promoting publrc information on the issue of drunk driving’, 
1) MADD i) 2) Govmr A -ire 

33. What public information approaches would be most effectrve in your state7 
1) television PSA's 
2) radio 
3) greater education aimed at youth; school education 

34. What else is required for an effectrve public information campaign? 
or resources 

ii cooperation and commitment from media 
3/Vm~ or messages aimed at younp people 
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g%xQ #7) i .’ 
~~a+@l * 2.2 ,vcAi i" 2 3 4 5 ft.& 

Sponmshp of educational programs by tbe~&ohof industry to warn the ptblio . . 
of the hazards of drinking and driving .!pcDD IF?) ; mean.= 2,O . . . nofat ‘7 2 3 4 5 fuffy 

‘. . . . 
Greater attention devoted by states b roadiaay markmgs PCDQ #16) 

, 
’ &an = 2.4 112345 

35. What obstacles Rave hindered the development of prevention programs? 
7) lack of money and/or manpower 
ii *a of nub ic interest:.sgc&l attitudes toward drinkinp behavior 
3) -w+ivelstt+tude or ODD osition _ f,rom the alcohd industry and alcohol retailers __ . 

36. How seriously do you believe retail alcohol vendors treat the problem of drunk driving? 

mean = 2.2 not seuousfy 1 2 3 4 5 very seriously 

37. In your opinion, what is the current level of public support for the following measures 
hish ITMiUlVl W 

designated drrver 4 5 % 
safe rides program 269: -$g- Sk -+- 

mandarory sewer training 
dram shop habdity for licensees -+g- 

* Sk 
-j-& 

dram shop /iabiBty for sot/al hosts 6% 
higher taxes on alcohabc beverages 15% -g-- +g- +-- 

regulating contenr of alcohol ads 
ban on alcohol advertaements -Yg- -+-- 

Sk 

* -+g-- 

ban on happy hours & 4 1u 

’ 38. What agency or organization is the major promoter of server :raining programs ror lrquor licensees? 

1) ABC Commission 2) hotel/restaurant association 3) Governor's Hi* Safetv Office 

39. What else IS required for effectrve prevention programs In your Saie7 

I) additional and/or mannower 
2) preventive education for vouth: K-12 education 
3) server training 

To whrpt extent have the following recommendations of the‘heddential Commission on Drunk Driwing 
n impiemented? 

School curricula on aLcoW and drugs V-rat explicitly addresses the rssue of 
impaired drivrng (PCQD #d) mean = 3.3 notatau 1 2 3 

Alcohol an3 drug programs sponsored by athfertc clubs and youth organizations 
(PCDD 84) mean * 3.0 not&ftau 1 2 3 

,kwenile offenders required to participate in programs which cfos.&ly foflow the 
requtrements tor adult &fenders (PCDD #381 mean = 2.9 gotatau l- 2 3 

40. What obstacles have been encountered rn efforts to reduce youth drinking and drrvrng in your State? 
I) lack of funding and resources 
2) lack of severe sanctions cc: adult . . 3) general community attitudes toward rr- denat hv toward vouth DWI 

4 1. How do you belrve underage youth in your state regard drrnkrng after driving’ 
mean = 3 .O not a problem 7 2 3 4 5 serious problem 

42. To what extent do you consrder youthful drinking and drrving to be a prcblem in your state? 
mean = 4 e 3 not a problem 1 2 3 4 5 serious problem 
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43. HOW effective IS the minimum drinking age Of 21 in deterring underage drunk driving? 

mean = 3.1 rnefiective 7 2 3 4 5 very effective 

44. HOW serious have efforls been to enforce the age 21 minimum drinking age? 

mean = 3.5 not serious 1 2 3 4 5 serious 

45. Whtch of the following best describes the attitude of parents In your state toward classr~m edaatlon programs that teach students about 
alcohol, other drugs, and driving7 

.a actwe promotion and support 
Is% general support and no vrsrble opposf~on 

42 Ml/e support and occasonal opposf/on 

2 1% generally no reactton 
A organrzed oppos~I~on 
A other (SpeclfyJ 

46. What preventton programs have been vtslble in the state’ 

duation and other nrom ninht activities 
3) MADD programs (including Red Ribbon campaign) 

47. What else IS reguired to curb youth dnnkag and driving in your state? 

7) increased education programs 
2) greater oarenal suoport. involvement. education or liability 
3) strict enforcement of anti-nossession and a$ze 21 laws; increased nercention of risk 

for alcohol-related offenses 
CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 

To what extent have the following recommendations of the Presidential Commission on Drunk Driving 
been imp!emented? -,: 

DJssemination of information on drunk &i&g by e&k&s. trade associations. “. ’ .. ..:. 
..: 

‘. 
tabor organizations, civic and fraternal groups (PCDD #5) mean = 2.6 

Encou~agemenl by &&nment and n&govemmenlai groups of citizens to r&o*. 
drivers under the influence PCDD #.20) mean' = 2.6 

nor at all 7 2. 3 4 5 .tif!y 

: .. 
4orarafl .1 :2 3 4 5 fufly 

88. What obstacles have beenencountered Ingettingcltizens,businessesandotherOrganlzat;OnstOpanlCipateineffOrtstOreduCedrunk driving 
m your state? 

7) 1 t-f= of 

21 ittle incentive to become inv 
ihrp tn TCrc-pi%?P thP nr&-j& 

fn bP+ inv&,,d 
m 

3) lack of funding. mannower. or resources 

49. ffow serious!y do you belleve the general public In your state treats the issue Of drunk driving? 

mean = 3.5 not seriously 7 2 3 4 5 very seriously 

50. What !mpact have citizen activists had in your state in the foiloVJlng drunk dr,v,ng areas: 

mean = 3.9 legislation no Impact 7 2 3 4 5 great Impact 
mean = 3.4 public information nolmpacf 1 2 3 4 5 
mean = 3.2 noImpact 7 

great impact 
enforcement 2 3 4 5 greailmpact 

mean = 3.2 prosecution rmpact 7 no 2 3 4 5 great impact 
mean = 3.0 adjudication noimpact 1 2 3 4 5 great Impact 
mean = 3.0 sentencing no Impact 1 2 3 4 5 great Impact 

, 
59. MOW actlve are the following citizen groups In your state’? 

mean = 4.0 MAD0 donotexist 1 2 3 4 5 very actrve 
mean = 3.5 SAD0 1 donotexist 2 3 4 5 
mean = 2.0 

very acrwe 
RID do nor ex6t 7 2 3 4 5 

OTHER kpecrfy) m = 3.9 
very acbve 

do not exrst 1 2 3 4 5 veryactive 

52. HOW would YOU characterize the Irend since 1983 in the size, influence and public visibility of Cltlzen grms like MADo, AIf) an(j SADD 

In your Siate? remaining 
increasing 

size of membershIp 67% dY?ing Y9Yme :- 
tnfluence 59-L 

publrc vfsfb//fly 58% %- D S-F- 0 

53 What problems have such Citizen activist groups encountered? 

1) lack of funds 
2) declininp nublic iw of mfr iwest . - 
3) lack of professional image; negative image; extreme positions turn off public; 

seen as self-righteous crusaders; too em&ional; seek excessively severe penalties 
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54. What else IS requlrea to Increase the level of crtlzen Involvement m ywr state? 

1) fnrreaserl publir DnPQs: -tPt 
2) de ise incentives tozzeb people invo 
3) inxreased funding - 

membershin drives 

ION AND STATE C QRBlNATOQN 
To what extent have the fdtowing recommendations of the Presidential Commission on Drunk Diving 

n lmglemented? 
State-sponsored and coordtnated public information campaign 
{PCDD tt 7) . mean = 3.3 ffolalall ? 2 3 4 5 futiy 

Single state agency desrgna?ed to coordinate @MC information programs 
fPCD0 W2) mean=2.8 nor at all 4 2 3 4 5 fully 

Creation of state and focal task foices devoted to combatting drunk driving 
(PCDD % 42) mean = 3.2 not ar all 1 2 3 4 5 fully 

Aooptlc: of reporting system to track offenaers from arrest through completion 
o! assignment (PCDD + 14) mean = 2.8 not al all .I 2 3 4 5 fur/y 

Establishment by the state oi standards, criteria and review procedures for aicohor mean = 3 .2 
educanlon. treatment and community service programs for Dkll offenders (PCDD rs~ 39) not al all 9 2 3 14 5 fully 

Develqxnent of on-going stateMe evakxation system by lfx stare to ensure 
program quality and effectiveness IPCDD *39) mean = 2.9’ not ar a?1 7 ‘2 3 4 5 fully 

55. What obstacles have been encountered in establishing the state.5 leadership and coordinative roles? 

turf battles: lack of coordination: overlapDine iurisdictftins 
ii 1,ack of resources. manpower. or funding 
3) ) 

56. How seriously do top state officials trea! the issue of drunk driving? 
mean = 3.8 nor seriously I 2 3 4 5 very seriously 

57. Does your state currently have a drunk driving task force? 
X yes no 47% 

58. If you have a task force, how active IS rt? 
mean = 3.4 no actwiry 1 2 3 4 5 very active 

59. If your state has ha:! a drunk driving task force. how effective was It? 
mean = 3.5 meffective 1 2 3 4 5 very effective 

60. What else would assist the state to develop Its role as a catalyst for change in the area of drunk driving programs and countermeas- 
ures’ 

11 additional resources, manpower, or funding 
2) create or reestablish State Drunk Driving Task Force; encourage local task forces 
3) support of key state officials 

61. What lederal actlvtties have helped your state combat drunk driving’ 
federal funding 
training programs and technical assistance 

3 ) publicity; media campaim: 3 D Week prOmOtiOnal materials 

62. What tedcral acttvttics have hindered your state in combatttng drunk driving’ 
1) none 
2j cut backs in federal funding or lack of federal fundinn 
3) lack of flexibility in meetin federal funding criteria 

63 What icdcral acttvillcs would help you? 
I) more fundina 
19 more flexibility in meeting federal fundinp criteria 
3) more mandatory compliance reauirements; few withholding of funds: more federal 

legislation 
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REFlECTIONS ON THE DRUNK DRlWlNG SOTUATON 
64. What would you consider Jo be the five most important steps to be taken to reduce DWI in your state? 

1) 
. TtereatPr USC of swptv 

2) public education including classroom education for youth 
,-hppbfntn 

* . . 3) stricter laws and harsher D~PT cmv nf m-t? . . . 4) greater media attention and nublicitv: aublic Info- 
. 5) assessment and treatment: mandatorvmt. better Beater a 

for treatment 
65. What do you see as the major obstacles to be overcome? 

I) public apathy; failure to recognize the problem; social attitudes toward drinking 
2) lack of funding and manpower 

. 3) lack of support from mers and/or administr 

66. How would you summarize the current status of drunk driving measures in your sta?e3 
. 7% suggested the situation was excellent: 21% suated It was go&- : 36% suggested that 

it was adequate but with more that needs to be done: 9% suggested it w af . . improvement: 5% suggested there were serious Droblems: 11% supssted the sit IS 
improving 

67. Looking ahead to the years 1990-2000. what new national, reglona!. state, or local programs would you recommend? 
1) increased emphasis on prevention and education 
2) measures to address the problem drinker including increased focus on treatment 
31 stricter enforcementandrutb 

Piease komplete the following: 

Respondenr’s state: 

Respondent’s profession (check one) 

2% alcohol control 4% court system SLticensing 6% education 
LQLalcohol treatment 16% law enforcemenr 7x media AL legislaiure 
AL citizen act&W 2.X legal 23% traffic safety AL other 

PHASE 11 a . . l eh'eed YourHely! 
The next phase of our assessment project wftf consist of relephone interviews with a 
limited number of respondents 90 ask them follow-up quesrions and obtain their views on 
what our priorities should be in rhe next five years. Likethisquesrionnaire. the results of the 
telephone imerviews will be strictly confidential. 
Would you be aktailable for a half-hour telephone interview in lhe upcoming months tO 
answer a few questions about your views on drunk driving? 
76% Yes v n No 
If )‘ou \trould be available for an inren%s, please provide us with the following informalion: 

Rerurfl Survey to: 
National Commission Against Drunk Driving 

1140 Ccmectcut Avenue NW.. Suite 804 
Wa$Mgfm D.C 20036 
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APPENDIX 2. 

Assessment Project Advisory Committee 
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Ms. Rory Benson 
Vice-Pztsldtnt and ~pcclal Assistant 

to the President 
Rational Association of Br0a~casttrs 
1771 N street, N.0. 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
202-529-5446 

Mr. Pinct Burgess 
Afrlnlstrator 
Division of Motor Vehicles’ 
Coanonwtalth of Virginlr 
2300 1. Broad 
Richmond, Virginia 23220 
804-367-8140 

Wr. Tilliar Butynskl 
Bxccutivt Director 
Rational Association of Strtt Alcohol 

and Drug &bust DirtCtOr6 (NASADAD) 
444 North Capitol Street 
Washington, D.C. 20001 
202-783-6868 

Dr. Prank Kent1 
Director of Traffic Safety 
American Automobile Association 
8111 Gatthoust Road 
falls Church, Virginia 22047 
703-222-6621 

Mr. Robtrt Kirk 
Wanagtr 
Social Research and Education 
Dl6tilltd Spirits Council of the US 
1250 Bye Street, Suite 900 
Washington, D.C. 20005 

The Honorable Albtrt L Kramer 
District Court Department 
Oulncy Divlslon 
1 Dennis Ryan Parkvay 
Ouincy, ?faSSaChuStttS 02169 
617-471-16S0 
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Hr. Yohn Iacty 
Program Kanagtr, Alcohol Stdlts 
Wnivtrsfty of North Carolina 
lilqhwsy Safety Research Center 
CR 3430 
Chapel Hill, Rorth Carolina 27599 
919-962-2202 

KS, Nancy Lick 
Director of CaJrrlculua 
Rational Conference of Juvenile 

end Emily Court tudgts 
Univtzsity of Rena 
Post Office Box 8970 
Rem, Nevada 89307 
702-384-4989 

WI. Chuck Eflvingston 
RIghway Users Federation 
1776 Massachusetts Avenue, W.I. 
Washington, 0.6. 20036 
202-857-1234 

. 

Hr. #arc R. Rosenberg 
Vice Prtsldent - federal Affair6 
Insurance Information Institute 
1101 17th Street, N.V. 
Suite 408 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
202-833-1580 

Hs. Hlckey Sadoff 
President 
Bothers Against DrunR Driving 
250 Convcntry Drlvt 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53217 
414-352-6388 

Hr. Steve Schmidt 
Executive Director 
Pennsylvania DUI Association 
933 Rose Street 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvanfa 17102 
717-236-43S4 
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Wbxowsfn S3201 

23x6 Judicial Circuit of W4rginia 
Post Office Box 211 
Roanokt, Virginia 2 
703-981-2437 

First Sgt. 7. Willla8 Town 
DWI Coordinator 
Waryland State Police 
1201 Rcisterstovn Road 
Pikesvllle, Waryland 21208 
301-653-4387 

Hr. John Xoulden 
Assistant to the Vice-chairman 
Natfonal Transportation Safety Board 
800 Independence Ave., 
ROO8 820 
Washington, D.C. 20594 

Dr. Vincent D. Pisani 
Rush-Presbyterfan - St. Luke’s Xedical Center 
5309 Vest Devon Street 
Chicago, IL 60646 
312-631-7053 

Xs. Janet Johnson Dr. Jares Ifchoh5 
rogram Analyst Deputy for Sclcnce end technology 
HTSA WHTSW 
00 7th Street, SO; Room 5125 400 7th Street, 
ashinqton, D.C. 20590 Washington, D.C. 20590 

202-366-2759 202-366-9581 

Hr. James Fell 
Progran Xanagcr 
Patal Accident Rcpoxtincg Systen (URS) 
NHTSA 
460 7th Street, SW 
Washington, D.C. 20590 
202-366-5382 

Xr. Steve Hatos 
Highway Safety Sptclalist 
Oft of Alcohol and State Progre8s 
NHTSA 
4QO 7th Street, SW; $00~ 5130 
ashington, D.C. 20590 

202-366-2729 

Xr. V.J. hdduci 
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Project Cqnsultant 

000 N. rIlington Xl11 Drive 
rllngto , VirginSa 22205 

703-764-6449 

Dr. John Grant 
Program Director, 
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-s 
Ac3visoKy f2cmtnittee rketing zAgada 

011-8, 1989the1i~mberof#e~ 
ProjectAcki.soxyCknmni~metinWashington,D.C.~ 
offertheirinputanddisaw~project firdings. 
Theagedaforthatmeetiqisincludedhere. 
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AGENDA 

9:oo - 9:15 WelamebyJim2Mducitiself-introductions 

9:15 - 9:45 Overview ofprojectardsmmryofsumeymspomes 

NKWi perspective -JanetJ&nson/JimNichols 

NCADDFWspective-JohnGrant 

Project ~Methodology - David Ar2Srmn 

Summryoftheagenda - David Rragdon 

9:45 - 10:15 presentation on FARS drunk driving statistics, 1983-88 
JimFell,PmgramManager,FatalAu&kntRepo~Sysfx?m 

10:15 - 10:30 Presenbtion on drunk driviq legislation, 1983-88 
SteveHatos, HighwaySafetySpecialist,NHlSA 

10:30 - 10:45 Break 

10:45 - 11:15 Discussion of responses to the FCDD Questionnaire 

11:15 - 11:45 small group discussions 

Gxwp 1 - Legislative; Federal Activity 

-3432 - Enfo-t 

Group3 -PrwemtionandAdjudication 

11:45 - 12:30 Reports on small group discussions 

12:30 - 1~00 Iumh 

l:oo - 1:30 Smllgmqdiscussions 

Group 2 - Organization and State Ccordination; 
Citizen Involvemnt 

-3 - public Information; Frevention Activities; Ycmth 

1:30 - 2:15 Rqcxtsonsm.llgmupdiscussio~ 

2:15 - 3:OO discussion 

3:oo - 3:15 l3reaJc 

3:15 - 4:QO C+bntinuation of geneml discussion and develwt of pmpcsed 
-tiom 

4:QO - 4:30 Rankp tions and select top 5 priority masures 

4: 30 Mj-t 100 



Statistical Profilesof10SelectedStates 

The third phase of our pmjectccnsisWofaseriesof 
intemiews with state officials in 10 represen tative 
States. In czlmosing which states to -trate on, the 
NC&DD staff examined the statistical data frm all50 
SIXItS. After a prelimimzy reviewofalLdata, itwas 
decided to focus ononlythcxsestatestichhadtestedat 
last 70 pexcent of their fatally injureddrivers inboth 
1983 an3 1987 ,. the two years chasern for cxmparison 
Exlrpasese stateswere -dis~be~those 
that had consmtiy tested over 80 percent oftheir 
deceased drivers ti those thattestedbetxeen70and80 
percent- 

Calculations were made of the percentage change inthe 
number of alcohol-related fatalities between 1983 ard 1987, 
along with the percentage change in total fatalities for 
those same years. Tbse figures were then adjusted for 
driver license population changes, and the results charted. 
On the basis ofthesefigure5,thelOstateswemchosen. 
The map inclu%d in this appendix liststhe1Ostaixs, 
along with a thnnhail sketch of theiralcohol-related 
fatalities per 100,000 drivers in both 1983 aprll 1989. 

101 



Region 1 - VERMONT 

Region 2 - NEW JERSEY 

Region 3 - PENNSYLVANIA 

Region 4 - N. CAROLINA 

Region 5 - MINNESOTA 

Region 6 - NEW MEXICO 

Region 7 - NEBRASKA 

Region 8 - COLORADO 

Region 9 - CALIFORNIA 

Region 10 - OREGON 

1983 1987 -- 
17.5 17.4 

7.2 5.6 

8.3 11.4 

14.8 17.8 

11.8 8.7 

32.9 29.0 

9.5 11.1 

16.8 11.7 

13.5 13.8 

13.8 12.7 

Alcohol Related Fatalities/lOO,OOO Drivel 
bad and unchanged 

good and improving 

good but getting worse 

bad and getting worse 

improved from average to good 

worst; improving slightly but still wars' 

good but getting worse 

improved greatly from bad to average 

below average and unchanged 

avetage and improving slightly 
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IntemiewExcerpb 

The followixqexcerptsweretaken froma series of 26 
transxibedtel~oneinterviewsconductedbytie 
NCADD staff in DeceMer 1989. Theinterviewees- 
prmisedcmfidentiality,ardthusth~arem 
attributions. 
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REGION I - VERNONT 

Themajorobstacle isthenaxalnatureofthestate. AccordirqtoHUD 
criteria,VTisthemostruxalstateinthecountry. Inthepastfewdecades, 
Vrhasbeguntochangeitseconcanicbasefraanfarmingto~a~~ 
Consequently,~leare~farmoredependentontheircarsto~ 
them to and fmn work in the cities. Thedays~enpecplestayedand~rkedon 
the farm, traveling intotmhonlyonceaweekforsu@ies, arepassing. With 
no mlic transportation, cars are essential. Conseouentlv. the legislature is 
reluctant to Dass stiff laws establishing license sanctions for EWI. 

penalties otherthan license sanctionsmightwork-axmmity semiceisone 
possibility. While al~tivepenaltiesmightdeterthe social drinker, they 
pr&ablywmldnotdetertheptilemdrinker. Recidivismisamalprbblem. 
While not wanting to minimizethecontributionmadebythe social drinker, the 
heartoftheissue ishowtodetertheprcblfmdrinker. Hedidn'thaveany 
solution forhowtocmbatrecidivism. 

Askedwhe.reweoughttoputourslcx2meresources, hestatedtbatenforoEsnentis 
thekeytonzducingdrunkdrivirq. It is thethmxitofenforcemm tthat 
changes people's behavior. 

When~~tprablemswkich~effortstoreltuoedrrnikdrivingin 
Vermont, hepointedtotwo factors: 
1) VT is a nxml state and it is iqossibletolive inVTwithoutalicense. 
Thereforedrivingona suspendedlicmse (EL) isaseriousproblem. 
2)VThasmanyresortareasandaninflwoftaurists~oincreasethedrunk 
driving statistics. EMorcementisbeefedupattimssuchastheChristmas 
holiQysandNE?WYearwhentherearealatoftouristswhomaydrinkanddrive. 

VThaspassedacaupleofnewlawsthispastyearwhich~~dbehelpful. 
1) the authorization of the use of infrared breath testing devices instead of 
the old gas chrmotography. Thiswillspeedupthebmathtestingprocess. 
Formerly, it tcck 3-4 weeks to get back the test results of a chemical test. 
lhenewlawshouldbmstenfo rcemmt, since police will be able to get an 
irmn&iatereadoutoftheofferdezsBAC. Inthepastthepolicewouldmakean 
arrestandtaketheoffendertobe~,~theyt~~~~ 
results ardthereforenat~whethertheirsuspicionwascorrect. 
2) new legislation to require mandatory alcohol 
sign off by tr&mnt 

assesgnent. Also~tiry 
cumselorsbeforethelicenseofa IWI 0ffezxde.r is 

whenaskedwhetherthecaUrtsystemwas~~~,hesaidthatitwas 
barely functioning. 
sincelicense 

Defense lawyers adviset,heirclientstoappedLdecisions 
suspensionsare stayeduntil the appeals process 

therebycreatingabacklogofcases. 
is ts9chausted, 

the prosecution. 
Judgesmxeoverarenotsyrtpatheticto 

ConvictingadrunkdriverislMdeallthemore~ffiarlt 
becausetheStateSupremecaurthasruledthatthepmsecuto r's 43gerts mst 
calailatethedriver'sBACbacktothetimewhenhewasoperatingthemotor 
vehicle. Inordertocalaila~theBACatthetimeofarrest, thepolicemst 
ferretautadditionalinformationsuchasthetimeofthelastdrinkandthe 
amount co-. Fimttinrr'offen%rsmayanswerthese guestions, but 
recidivists~thattheyarebetteroffnotansweringany~~ions (which is 
whattheirdefenseattorneysccunsel than to do.) Without the offender's 
cooperation, it is mu& more difficult to obtain a conviction. 
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Region1 - venmnt (cont.) 

ThereisnoredlAndirrgshortageinvTforIlw1[.~Gavernorh9s~vesy 
supportive of the issue. If anybirqthe issue just needs g3xater@licity, 
althcugh there has been a fair axmnt of publicity aampany imgthedebateand 
passageoftbenewlaws. 

REGION II -NEwJERsEY 

In NT traffic offenses includirq JXC are not considered criminal offenses. 
Casesareheardinmnicipalmurts. Themnicipal court system isaunified 
systemut-dertherwiewofthestateSuprmeWu&.Sincecases areheardin 
municipal cxurts, one avoids theprablems suchas jurytrialsassociatedwitha 
criminalcourtdcckk. Adirective frcantheCbiefJusticepr&ibitsplea 
bar@nhginMcases. Tbreisonlyonecharge fordrunkdriving, m 
two-tiersystemsuchasi.nNY. Thereforethereisno encourag~totryto 
getchargesplead&dcwntotheloweroffense. Iheperselevel is setat. 
and presmptive at .05. All penalties aremandatory: license suspension, 
alcoholassesmmtandtreatmentif warranted;a $1OOdrunkdrivirx~sur&aqe; 
a $lOOO/year insuame sumharyeforthreeyears. ?heirwurance~is 
~~~bytheCMVandgoestoanassignedriskpoolforjointunderwritirrg 
of drivers. TWrearenohardshiplicenses. 

Thestate~sconviction~te is85% -prettyhigh. 

In 1989 XJ had a total of 880 highway fatalities; of these only 176 or 20% m 
alcchol-related. NJ has traditionally had a law percentage of alcohol-related 
fatalities and low cmrall fatality rate. In 1986, 87, and 88 the number of 
total fatalities rose. In 1989 the nmker of total fatalities dropped 17% fmn 
1988. 

whenaskedwhatmightaaxxnrtforthelargedecrease in fatalities in 1989, he 
said itmightpartlybe attrikutedtothemanlatorysafetybeltlaw, the 
effects of which are just beginning to be felt. There has also been a 
continued effect of the Age 21 law. Finally, the.~havebeeniqmvements in 
theemergencymdical trea~tandtheuse ofheliccptermdivac. 

There is a stmng mrrelation between arrests anddmnkdriving. Intheearly 
1980's 402 fur& were us& to pay for additional enforcement. In 1984 arm&s 
decmasedandthe incidenceofdxunkdriving incr&. Recentlyarrestshave 
againbegmtoincmase and consequently dnmk driving is decreasing. Active 
visible enfo rcementisthesinglem5tiqortantfactor. 

WhenaskedwfietherNIhasap~l~withdriverswho~irruetodriveon 
suspeadedlicmses, hesaidthatstudiesindicatethatthosewhoselicensesare 
suspm-ded for WI don't have a high incidence of violatirrg the suspension. In 
contrast,thosewhc5elicmses are suspended for other violations, such as lack 
of insurmm, continuetodriveata~~higherrate. 

Ahxdlicxmse suspension is essential. Thereisnodetermntvalueina 
hardshiplicenses that continue to allcw offenders to drive. 

106 



ionII-NewJw(&.) 

Much of the money for al-1 and traffic safety programs ccms 
tax on al-1 beverages. This mney is dedicated ilx!vme. 
about$Phmillioneachyear. 85% of the money goes to count 
enfQe, treati and alnseling. 
facility.) 10% of tax goes into a Drunk Driv 
erlfo-. IhisaIWuntstoabout$1.1lnill 
addition to the mney generated fmn the $100 
alsois channeledintothisflmdo5%ofthetaxrw~goes 
Assistance Fund to support the acbninistrative office of the courts and 
municipalcourts. This amamts to abaA $6OO,OOO/year. 

~~~hBwhefeltabartEll~oladhrertis~,he~~tha$~~ 
'believe that advertisirq encourages people to drink, though he was uncertain 
whetherhewmldsuqpportanyactionagainstadvertisers. 

~e~~lysupportedarminrreasedtaxondl~ol~~g~%hat~d~ 
treatedasauserfeeand 42armarked for enfo3xelnent, trmmt, ark4 
exposes. Hebelievesthattaxesatthe federal levelareunrealisticallylcw. 
If 10% of the population drinks 50% of the alcohol beverages sold, they are 
gQingtoneed~~tforalcdaolisnandathermedicdlp~l~~~~ 
with alcohol. 

Whenaskdwhatfactmshe believescontributetoKTr 
drunkdriviry,hestatedits successwasdueinpart 
omanizedstate. Geographimlly, itisasmallstatewithonly 21 cxxmties, 
andthispemitsthestatetodomorecentralplanning. Oneproblem*Watfaces 
~orPAisthat~y~tthecrxUrtiestoO~~au~~. TreaixmtinNJ, 
for instame, startedwithasirglem3delfortheentirestate. Tmatment 
progr;arrsare~ful,nr>reaver,becausetheyhaveastable 
and am hot depekknt on appmpriations from the state legisla 
is largely fuxkd thmugh client fees: each client is &axged $80.' mereare 
in addition INI sur&Wqes of $100 for a first offense and $200 for a 
offense,ardaportianof~nvxreyisdevotedto~~~. 

NT'ssuccesscanalsobea~~tothefactthatthe~~limitsju?liciabl 
discretion. Allthejudgedoes inlM cases is setthespecificpenal~witha 
rangeof finesandlicensesanctions. FNaluationismaMMory, 

lhestateishelpedbyastmngSupremeCmrtthatsupports 
c!tzan-. REeaautsinNJaretough. mereareno 

Judicial educationisdlsoveryg~andispravided~~e ive 
Sffice of the C!ourts. !Frainimgisimportantbecausemunicipaljudges~e 
every~yearsinM. Trainingthereforeneedstobep~idedeveryyear. 

Ev~stateneedstomandatedruEl/dlcohol NJ 
a judicial order isgivenatthetim of 
the evaluatim indicates a need for it. 
judgewiththe mzsultsofthe 

ThemisnoneedtogkTacktothe 
if 

assemmklhereisalsoaneed 
relationshipsbetweenthemn&sandthetre3~tprwidersto 
corfplianoe. NJis develcpintj accqutex tie-in with the a2a.M~. 
Cmputerization has brought mixed results. One problem is isnot 
~tin&~t&o-&e~~entryP=esso~. It has takeu Y-m 

The statehasalsometwithresiskinceatthecounty 
level - cmputer ph&ia. 
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RegionPI - N@+JJ@==Y (-.I 

Onenegativechange is that judges anddefenselawyersaremrelikelytc 
challerqetheIB?Isystemandseektoweakmitnowthaninpastyears. The 
climateseemstobe~ing;whereoncemwassaanewplatsa~, new it is 
beamitqacceptabletotxytochallenge. IheStateSupmme~hasbeen 
prettygood~knockirrgdclwnchallengesbydef~attorneys, apdperhape 
bemuse of their lack of suax?ssinchallmgiIqtThingslilzecheckpoints, 
defenseattorneyshave~~strategyncrwthantochdlleJrge~~. 

whCmaskedwfiatpB3grams or am- deserved highest prioriw, the 
recmmr&tionswe3z: 
1)coaw=entsateonenactingstatelawsthat~eorl~tjudicidl 
discretion. MamJatealmholevaluations. InclMe inthelegislation 
guidelimsonhcrwtowriteregulations governingtmatmentardtreatment 
referral criteria. 
2)Establishasystemtotrackcasessothatonecanidentify~odidthe 
alcaholevaluation, wfiatprograrnthe offender attended, whethertheoffender 
cmpletedtheprogram, ardtiethertheoffenderrecidivated. 

To sumnarize, he believed NT's success could be attributed to 1) good laws, 2) 
good enforcemen t, and 3) ago&public informationcampaign. 

When askedhowhe feltabmtM's systemof adjudicatingnWr offenses inthe 
~ci~caurts,hearguedthatitisbetterhardledhere~inthe~iminal 
cou&s. WhenlXdI iscriminalized, itbeames a fairlyuniqm~tcrimzinthe 
Criminal amrts carpred to muder, rape, etc. BykeepirqitintheMunicipal 
courts, it retains high priority and is recognizedasaseriousoffense-the 
big fish in the little pond syndrme. InWWIisrecugnizedbythegeneral 
Ixlblicasaseriausoffense,andthereforehandlingthesecasesinthe 
MunicipalCmrtdoesnotdmmgradeitsseriousness. 

Wmlask&whatp?mgrams orcountemeasums he believed d eserved highest 
priority, two were cited: 
1) self-sufficiency legislation to fund enforcemm t, edu~tionandtreatment 
programs. Thisitemisofcrucialimportance. 
2) tougher safety belt laws; in NJ legislation will be intxxduced to make 
safety belt use mamlatozy for all passengers inallvehicles. 

REGION III - PEN?JSYLVANIA 

Model IXTI Ccmprehensive Program - PA established model program in 14 or 15 
cmnties (outof67) whi~utilizedcentral intakecenterswhem3MJIa3zm&ms 
couldbe brought, c3nqped off,videotap&, tested, andbooked, thus 
eliminatiq officer down time and relieving officers of the need to go to 
-. 

Inevaluatirfgmeseprogranrs itwasfoundthattheywereverysuccessfulin 
gettingpeople involvedarx3successful in increasingthearrestrate. The 
Progranrswe=al= suaxssfully institutionalized. Only 1 of the originpl 14 
or 15 model pmgmm5 isnotstillinexistence. Hmever, nocorrespo~ 
decline inalcohol-related fatalities occur&. Althoughthestatehadplanned 

expmdiqthepmgrambeyondtheoriginal14 counties, theseplanswere 
Zppedaftertheevaluations. Instead the statedecid&tomevaluateits 
planandtake a secotilookatwhatmightwork. 
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RegicnIII -Pmnsylvania (cont.) 

Nwthepmgrms in~~safetybelts,~~clesaf~,biloes, -, 
alcoholandsafedrivingcharacteristics. (Ihelatterprugmm focuseson 
special @ations -youth, elderly,habitualoffen%rs.) Thealcohol 
activitiesthatdealtwitharmsting, process ing, aId lz-ecoa-keepiprs 
imxpoEz&edintot2Ymneprogram. 

Thesecandchaqethat occurred was the initiation of a new 
supportedbyboththeGovernorandstatelegislature. This 
astudyofroadsinPAtodetemimtichroadshadthegrea 
crashes. 100 stretches of highway (or corridors) were idmtified, am2 50 o: 
these taqetted for activitgr. lkae idea is for state officials and even members 
ofthelegislaturetogototheaxmties ormunicipalities inti&these 
coxridorsamlocat&and enamagethemtoparticipateintheprogram. All 
thekeylocalplayersa.mbroughttqether. Thestateiswillingtopmv 
money for overtime, training, andequi~tifthelocalitiesagreeto 
zicipatia mke traffic safety a priority. $50 million has been set aside 

. 

Onemajorp~leminthepasthasbeenthelackofenforcernen t. ctledpoints 
havenotbeenusedbyeitherthe state police or local lawenfomement 
agencies. PAhasoneofthel~~ratesofanystateandavearLvl@Rs 
ratx2ofcontactwith~rists. HebelievesthatthelowrateisattriJmtable 
totheattitudewithinthestatepolice. meywemofferedtmi.niiqanmd~ 

,kutwerenotin- init.0nlyrecentlyhasthat&m@. This 
~~~ulestatepolicearebeginningto@mplayso$rie~~~inte;,with . . dmmmtzativepmxx%xmsappmvedbytheAttorney General's office. They have 
~trainedandprovidedwithequiprrwt.Partofthefundingforthiscame 
f~~,andinexGhangethestatepoliceagreedtotrainlocal~o~ 
officials and m-duct joint checkpoints with them. 

'IhestatehasalsormuntedanewP.R. campaign- WtoptheSlaughteF-using 
bothstateandfederal.fur&.ItsthemefoCzuses 
to intmxme insituationswhere 

on everyone~s responsibility 
scmmne else may drink and drive. It also 

~0~pecrplehwtheycanproarvJtearesponsibleerrv~withintheirawn 
social circle. 

Ahardlosk~tsbetakenatlinkagebetween~ecrimindljustice~ 
tithf.ZhedLthsystem. 
OourtinOrdertO 

Trmimentneedstobebaclcedupbythepuwerofthe 
ensureconpliance. 

According to the respondent, few juvenile violations appear in the courts. The 
reason, he said, is because police feel that license suspensions for possession 
ofal~aretoo~~.lhishasled~ad~inarrests.anereis 
alsoalotofpaperworkinvolved inarrestingajuvenile W. 

Toaddressthepmblemofenfoxcingjuvenile possession and ATI laws, he 
Bed a tm-tier offense, with mere possession violations receivirq a 
lesser wt than violations involving a nmtor vehicle. 

In summriz* his priorities, he reiterat& the need for: 
1)highrateofenforcement 
2) coordinationbetween~andtrea~ 
3) stmng e@asis on ycuth education 
4)changin3theenviro~todi scouragedmnkdriving. 
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REGION 337 - NORTH 

Stateofficialsrernvliracawnittsdtotheprobl~of~. If 
fatalities axtime to rise, it is not because state officials re3min 
AabarttheppableIn. EastyeartheGcm.rnorheld9~licheariIqs 
toabtain~tionsaboutwhatstill~~tobedonetocxoabatdrplnk 

Ihestatelegislaturealso heldhearingsonm. TheGoverm~ 
legislation which was considerably mre gaw 
bythelimse. TheHouse legislation is session, 

althcughtheSenatebillmstbereintru%ced. 

~ehearinsshE?ldbytheGarernorandthelegisla~offered~ 
reccmm&tions. Amoq them were: 1) lengthen the period of admmstmtive 
suspensionfrcpn 1Odaysto3Ohaxddays; 2) elhinatethestatrptoryprwision 
requiringtwobr+&htests; 3) 1uwerBACto .08. 

WhenaskedwhetheraStatelMITask theissueinthe 
forefront, itwasm&dthatNChasan 
encoap3assestheissueofdrunkdriving. f 
newallies intothecanp:EI4Itechnicians, 
years,aIMITaskForcemyfeelthatithas littlemreto 
problem. Ifstatescannotgettoge~era~TaskForoe,an 
T.F. is onewaytokeqattention ontheproblem. 

Whenaskedwfae~sheth~t%hatrecidi\ri~poseda pmbleminNc, 
thatshethcughtitdid. CperationEagle revealedthatahighnmber 
in NC are driving on suspended licenses or without any liomse at all. e mstance on April 7-8, 1989 there were 107 arresti; of these 20 were 
driving&asuspeMedorrevokedl.icense. Gnanotherdaytherewere 
arrests;3Owerecaughtdrivhg onasuspm%dlicense, and40wen2fczurxl 
drivirigwithcutanylicmse. 

Toaddresstheproblemofdrivirqona suspendedlicense, 
on-boardcmqxterqstemthatwouldenablethemtocheck 
anyone stepped for any traffic offense. Such a system exists 
andDekalb~ty,GA~ itworkswell. Theaxtwmldbe 
the axqmter in the main office ax-d $1250 for ir&rummtation u-3 ea 
car. 

~~asked~tGauldbedoneto~ttheproblemof~~~vis;m, she 
~~herbeliefthatwemust~~peopletolookaftePone another. 
FYiendsandfamilymusttakecamofthose 
responsible intheirserviceofalmhol. 
effectiveness of treatmmt, There are adequate 
facilities in NC: the pr&lem is in changing the behavior of 
the offense. 

When asked tx identify the major obstacles that impede drunk driving efforts in 
NC, she identified: 
1) civ-ened court system 
21 ition for limited law enforcmznt remxces 

whatelseneedtzdtobedone, sheemphasiz iteasierto 
, convict, andsentenceDWIoffende.rs. Great beenlnadeh 

with drug offemS.rs; their property readily can 
dosmethiqsimilarinthecases of lYm. For DVI the system still works in 
favor of the offtier. 
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a.lsostatzdthat&&esmedtoxwisitthei.rIlaws. Mststatesmade 
h982-83. Shthenmnychangeshavetakenplace. Drtqlawshave 
ffectax!cxxiLdsemeasanrodel. Defenseattomeysandoffenders 
waystodefeatthelawandcmatesystemspmblems. In light of 

devel~~,weneedtoreexamine curlawsandappmaches. 

Ncbasan innovative law enfo mement program, Operation Fagle. It is a 
ive D?I ~tion imolvhq the state police, sheriffs, ard ABC 

officers. Theygointoacountyfor2ni*tsaMsmd uncaercoveragentsinto 
bar~loQBcingforsalestominorsandintoxicatedp&mns. Ithasbeenhighly 
pklicized and cau@t 105 EMI's in 2 nights. Citizen activist gruq6 
micipated in the aperation; they ride with officers and will track the cases 
ofthsearmstedthrmghthecourtsystem. Theywill~lishtheresultsof 
their followup in2 counties inaxqmrt. Iheadvantageofthisprcgramis 
that it brings all law enfo mmentageneies together, aswellas citizen 
activists. The officers like having citizen support for their efforts. 

0neofthemaincbstaclesti inpededrunkdrivingefforts iswhatisknownasa 
BrayerforJudgnaeBt Cmtinued (WC) whichallows judgesnottoenteraj~ 
onacase. 

Whena&edfortheiropinionontheuseoflicense plate confiscation and auto 
theystatedthatNC~alawpermittingAutoCollfiscati~f~ 

s6xxmdoffe.Asedrivhqonamvokedlicense. However, thelawhasken mlied 
only once. There is a similar law for drug traffickers. 

Fllaep1 as?& %XD give a general assessmentofthednmkdrivirrg situatim, they 
saidthatingeneml~orcemm t is excellent. ThebmzakdmisinthecuW 
system and the imposition of pmalties. WhatisneededismoremaMatory 
sentences. Weneedtotakediscretionawayframthe j*es. 

~~~abcorttheinfluenceofalcahol~ertising,theyrespondadthatthey 
thoughtitwasarealpxcblem. Weneedtocelfzb~te sobriety. If the iMustxy 
doesn'tpoliceitself,~~is~~~dbebanned. Pdvertisirrgisobvi~ly 
slantedtoAJard~youthmarket. 

Whenaskedhcrw~feltabartadesi~~taxondl~ol~~,they 
expressed suppoti for ixmxsed taxes. They believe taxes should be equalized 
~tween~of~~~andaraisedatboththestateardfederall~. 
Because of the lobby, the license to sell beer in NC is $100 for a lifetime 
license. Incontrast,thelicense tosellice crwm is $100 each year. The 
licensirpg fee forliquorcannotevencuverthe costofenfozcemmt. 

CheareainneedofinpmvemntisABCenfomzment officers. 
stephild of law enforcement. 

rlkaey--poor 

Whenaskedwhatelsemededtobedone inNC, theymsporded: 
1) ban all open containers in NC; currently only wine and liquor are banned 
undertheopencontainerlaw, not beer. 
2) build a statewide coalition of citizen groups 
3) massive public support is essential 
4) apublic informationcaqaignto sendoutthemssagethatthecarmnbea 
deadly weapon; it is not an extension of lesser transportation modes like a 
bikeorskat&oard. Youxqdriversneedtobemdeawamofthis. 
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EWGION V - 

Two major obstacles exist to furthr reduct 
1) lackof financial msoumes to incmmsethe ionrate; 
2) la&of 3resmmm for treatmnt of IbAmame Offend~,S~state 
isbehgaJtAack. 

These twc cbstacles OorrespoM to the two populations of offenders: 
1) sccial drinkers~have~~lcnrertheirbehaviorandcanbe 
frciudrunkdrivingthmqhplblic information, bmm3sedenfoxxxmentand fear 
of appr&ension; 
2) rqeat offenders who are not effectively dissuaded thrcmgh education or 
deterredbyenfom t;eheyneedtreatrrrent -althoughevenunderthehest 
circunrstances treawisonly successful 40-50% of the time. Treatm?nt has 
veryreallinilts; itsnatlikesettingaBrokenbone. It is difficult to 
identify apd treat offmders. 

Rfxidivism- long jail doesn't work to curb recidivism. We have to do a better 
jcbofappmpriatesentencing, especiallybettertreatment. 
One area desemirq greater attmtion is intensive probation. 
Sentences for~idivistsneedto~l~emandatory~~t,mandatDry 
aftermre, and nnandatcry pmbation on a weekly basis for 4-5 years to ensum 
t?mttheymaintainaftercam. T!-iisapproac3lprcbblywuuldn'tcostanym~ 
than Pmg-b2z-m incamxation. 

Lmerimg the BAC! to .08 wculd be helpful in a limited way. It wculd facilitate 
prcsecutionand itwauldalsg~aclear~sagethatdriverslIlustdaink 
less. .lO is tco high -xmstaveragedrinkemwculdrVteven333chitina 
nightofdrinkbg. 

InMNthereis~tapmblemwitho\rerlburdenedprosecu tars and judges 
only a smll fractionofthecasesgototrial. Mministrativerevccationlaws 
k-c&b& offeElers of much of their incentive for requesting a trial. 

oneofthenrostimpportantsteps~tmhastakenin~tyearsis%o 
crimimlize test refusals. The law went into effect on August 1, 1989, xmking 
arefusalagrcssmisdemeanor. About 6 other states have such a law. 
Accordimgtojudgestipmsem tms,themostlikelycasestogototrial are 
repeatoffePlderstiorefuseatest. Since the msults of their field &xi 
testsareofb.npassable ardsincetheirpriorreccrds arenotavailableto 
jury, they are often not am&ted. Withthenewlaw, the state onlyhasto 
~~e~tthedriverwasoffered~refused~etesttokick~thesanre 
penalties as would apply had he failed the test. Blice are delighted with the 
new law, sbcetheywere frustratedwiththeir inabilitjrtoturnaconviction 
onrepeatoffencterswhorefuse. He reccgnroends this law highly; it isn't 
profile, but itdoesn'tcostanythiqto impbmmt. 

He sme13&~ictiomonal~oladvertis~. Mvertisingmflects 
society's attitude tcmaxd ab3hol ccnsufnption, ande.nccumgesyoungpeopleLo 
drink. lZiecause it is soheavilyasscciatedwithsports ardbecausesports in 
24merica are somuch apart ofmaleidentity, hebelieves thatscs mstrictions 
should be imposed on &o~ts by alcohol manufacturers of sporting e5mnts. 
Restrickions on~~~la~~isingcouldbeconstitutional becauseofthe 2&t 
amemkmttidagives stxtestie righttoregulateorprohibitthe saleof 
alcohol. 
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RegionV-Mimemta(amt.) 

bhenaskedwhere~focusshouldbe,three recanmtendatim wexe off-: 
l)raore~l~oneyshouldbespentatthefrantendtoapprePnend~vi~s~ 
increasede~ratherthanatthebackendtojailthem; 
2) accuratediagmsis0falaholproblems; 
3) lzmhwnt for repeat offenders. 

Alc&ol-related fatalitiesaredown inMN. TbeyattributeMWs successtoits 
front-nmner approach on scme issues, e.g. licfmse revocation, license plate 
confiscation. MN is willing to adopt innovative approaches. 

Theuseofscbriety&eckpoints areaboutthe sametodayas 
Y==* lheyhavebmughtabouta~ 
deizrrent effect anthe social drinker, 
theirlimit;mcstofthedriverscapabl 
Theremainingpmblemiswiththeproblem 

They do not believe that MN will move to 
licenses.Inorderto encouragethelegi 
se law, the adnkktmtion consented that hardship licenses 
toofferders. Theydonotbelievethatthe state LNVwouldwanttogobackon 
its word and mrsaify this regulation. Thestatebegrudgesthe factthatthey 
don't qualify for 408 funds bemuse of the lack of haxd hardship licenses since 
itfeelsthatMNhasagoodanti-aWIprogramarddoesnotneed~license 
suspensions for first time offenders. 

OnereasonforMN'ssu~isthatthemediain~estatearein~in 
traffic safety an3 give it airtime. 

Whenaskedaboutcksbcles iqedingdrunkdrivingefforts inMN, theresporxknt 
identified: 
1) the lack of resources for law enfo rcemmtandthejudiciaq 
2) theproblemof recidivism. 

Tbejudiciaxy iswell-trained inMNabutL%II. Each year the state sup- 
Courtcornrenesa~t~forjudsestoinformthemofd~~apsin~lawand 
changes in the statutes. 

There are also Continuing &gal Education courses 
judges,~===to 

attmdedbydefenselawyers, 
rs, ardlawenforcement officers. 

sessionqzdatx2saregiven. 
After each legislative 

Inadditionfhel3ureauofCriminalA33prehension, abran&oftheDept. of 
Public Safety, offers 6-7 training sessions per year for law enforcement 
officers. 

Whenask&tietherhewouldliketo seetheadoptionofhaxdlicense 
suspensions inMN,hesaidno; hewashighly~rtiveoftheuseofhaxdship 
licenses. Whenasked forhis@niononothersanctions, heexpressedsupport 
foraxrmumitysemice. Hewasnot~rtiveoftheuseofjail;hedidnot 
believe that it was effectiv? and, moreover, the jails were already 
cwm. E?ecauseofovermmdkq countieshavemovedawayfrmmaM?atory 
jail sentem=es. Two courts do tie jail to INI education program. YIhemve 
awayfmnjaildoesnotconstituteaproblem~incehedoesn~tbelievethatit 
is that effective. 
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cdl01 l2%L?vmges, althaugh he beli 
wholesale level and not the reta 

feltalccholadvertisinghadanyeffectondnmkdriving, 
was any correlation. Hewouldnct 

ising. 

cm32 the nnst inportant elements in MNps pmgxams, he 
aloahol evaluations, 2) administrative license 

suspensions, and 3) Pit information. 

REGIQM VI - BlEw mx1co 

NM's drunk &iv' situation is tied to its tri-cultural amfiguration. No 
alahol is sold on an reservations, so Indians 
l&eGallug Theroadsleading from 
reservations 

of alcoholism and drunk driving. bst 
SantaFebylMianstodrawa~tian 
wasthatdrive-up liquorsxvice in 

oneccuntynei ringa.nIndian mservation was ended. 

has Inany laws on the lzsooks, 
lemsareduetoitsmtureasarural state. P&ice 

fficulty inmkinga~driving~. 
have a couple of options: they can jaw bone 

can tzhmw his Silltht2lCR.&ES, 
that he won"t be able to find them until dawn; or 

tccmeandpickuptheoffender' 
(sften an hacmp drive), take an 

For many officers, a bewfxth~e trouble. 

Apmblemalsoexistswithmlicenseddrivers inHispanicffilaves inthe 
l-t?cxmtiins. They live a rmmte life may not htier to in a license or 
have nuzh to do wi the civil authorities in the towns. 

TheMavahowantto intheirowndriverlicens~sy~. A ttle is 
%srew~ov~this issuesincecarregistrationis an ins-t of revenue in 
the form of rqistration fees. 

Whatoffersthebest of success? Initiatives that axne from -w 
t have 0 402 ftn-ds have been used to foster 
Q4JUil es, 

that itwas 

iately) is not be lemelked~y. 
ed through the 40 ;whenthe 
idn't pick it up, and cowmtiy it 
the time did not support traffic 

anewchief i3e3ms~bemoresuppQ of traffic 
.Ticized through local radio ions. He th 
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WgionVII -lWxaska (cmt.) 

Beteen 1984-86 a Carprehensive Alcchol w existed. The trim rate at 
thattimewentdcwnasofficersfocusedondmnks. All 
were self-sufficient emept for enfo 

Of-P- 
mement, which was 

all. whenthefundingended, r3lfolrcenEn tendeda& 
ended. 

PuEnaskedwhathe~tcurforuscughttobe,the 
1) mfo3zcxmznt 
2) efficient court system - inCmahafundshavebeenpruv tohzireaextra 
judge d p-=-to rtoharxXleDWI~;whenfederal 
pickeduptheirsalaries. lhiscmtrastswiththes 
,I43 where there are 8000 IXt arrests ayear,andthecm.rbcanT 
situationsothechaqesarebeingreduced. 

Indisc;zlss~model laws, he mentioned a law inMissouri. 
stopped for drinking and driving, he loses his license for one year. 
license is a different color and the word tlYCUIHtt is written a 
it. Ifaltemtionsareatbmpted,theseappearinred. 
thebackofthe license. 
whichimposeslicense 

He likes the concept of Oregon' 
suspensionsonyouthwhoareamvictedof 01 

REGION VIII - COTXIRWFK) 

Whenaskdaboutthegeneraldrunkdriviqsituation inCXB,hesaidthatithad 
i3provedas faras appr&ensionandp rosecution are co-. 
irnpruvmt has ocwrred 

me greatest 
-q Yaung people. In 1986 there wemz 54 fatalities 

involving EMI offenders under age 21; in 1988 there were 26 fatalities. 
Ovexall, in 1988 39% of all fatals were alcchol-related; in 1983 53% wee 
alcchol-related. 

CDhas experiencedasignificmt de&.ne inalcohol-related fatalities 
according to Fiws data. 
identified: 

When asked for possible reasons forthisdecUne,he 

1) trainirg given to proseako 
aMbr&htesting. 

rsandjudgesonSta&mI Field Sobriety !&sk 
(Becauseofahightumoveramongj~es, itismcessaq 

to provide training continumsly). 
2) impruvedlaws- 
to .lO 

use of PEWS, administrative per se, lc7kmAng BAC frm .15 

3) public infomation and youth education. His office does a lot of work with 
s-mm- students Taking a New Direction (formerly Imown as . mj&m 

isusedinrnanyareas,th~morefrequentlyinurbapitharn~areas.~ 
hasbef31strorqsqqortfzxanCoorsandAnheuser-Bus&. Scmeretail liquor 
cutlets give special mccgnition to designated drivers ard cut prices of 
non-alcaholic beverages. Designateddriversaretreatedl~ 
4)LawEnfomementAss~m(IEAF) 
raiseemmey forenfo 

- a solely state- 
3xxmentfrapnfeescollectedfrorndrunkdriv~, prwides 

$1.2 million to local mfomt efforts (not state patrol). Money frc&n this 
fuWispmvidedinasixnilarmyto402funds. Abmt4Ograntsamawaxded 
eachyeartopoliceand sheriff departments. Fkndingis p 
on, l-year-off, 3-y-n pattern. 80% of LE?P monies are 
the GR's office: 20% are dispersed through the Altioll and 
oftheDept. ofHealth. 



RegionvIII - Colorado (CQnt.) 

When asked ahaxt the major obstacles that iqmde efforts to m, 
identified: 
1)legislaturerelucrtasatkoaakefurtherchangesinthelawaftepal 
havingchaqedthelawinprioryears. 
2) judges' reviewsofsabriety~ints;avocalrninorityis to 
their use; 

When asked how efficiently the state's Administrative F&svi (for license 

efficiently but that with statutcxy changes it cmld be mre efficient. 
moneyhasbeenspentontrainingforhearingofficere;. Hewculdliketiseea 
redu*ion inthe gueuiqtimbetweenarzest andadminktmtivelicense 
suspension. Hemmer, the 15day410criteriaisunrealisticunlesswithc~t 
vastlymoxeDWpersonnelandfumlsfortrainirq. 

40% of those with license suspmsionsccntinuetodrive. lbcIxEmkatthiswould 
require new legislation authorizing, for instame, license plate confiscation 
for second offense. 

We are enterirk a new era with regard to drunk driving. In the early 198O*s a 
lot ofnewlawswentinto effect. !%en forseveralyearsactivitysubsided. 
These days prblic awazness is again increas~ancisecietal tolerance for 
drunkdrivingdecreasing. 
visible. 

Wearemakingprcgress.Theissueistighly 

Priority item for CD, wculd be: 
1) .08 per se/ .04 presumptive 
2) 0.0 for youth 
3) continued training for p rosecutors and judges 
4) efforts tc make enforcemen t mre efficient . 5) shorterdelays inadcCni&mtivelym licenses 
6) K-l2 and college education 

When~ha~sseriousthep~llemofrecidiv~is, she saidthatrecidivism 
is apmblem,butnct amajorpmblem. Tocoaobatrecidivism, she 
longer license revocation for multiple offenders. 

03 has a habitual traffic offender law and most habitual traffic 0 
alcohol-related. Despitethe factthatahabitual offenseiscms 
felony, mxt courts don't treat it as a serious offense. 

When asked what she wculd consider priority areas, she idmtifi 
1) swift license sanction 
2) education and treabnent for offer&.m 
3) fines 
4) jail 

The biggest develqments are the new laws authorizing admbistmtive suspmsicn 
andlokX%=iugthe to .08. !l%ex-egulationsgcvernirgatbninseizureshaveppat 
yet resolved whether officers will have to attend the hearirqs in perscn. 
Fersonally, he believes that .08 will help, sc long as the law is publicized 
tienf0 rcement remains visible. 
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F&gionlX- California (cont.) 

Whmasked&&herla~~~kngtheBACto .08 wouldplace an intolemblekuden 
qontheamts,hedeclar&thattheyalreadyam inadifficultpasitionkrt 
thathethmghttheywuuldbeabletoharxUet.hecaselcad. 

Courtpmcedmes representamajordrainonanofficer~stime. Ea&timea 
caseapprxrsbeforeauxrt, theofficerhastoappez. Atmsttrials, an 
officer will have to make mltiple appearam=es, bzmsethedefenseattorneys 
intentionally ask for mltiple contbuances, hoping that an officer won't be 
abletoappear,therebygettirPgthemsedismissed. 

Itisimportarrtthat~fiakethepublicawarethatimpa~tbeginsw;eL1 
before .lO. With an .04 level for trucks, general public awamness of 
impairment may inrrease. 

There is an excellent public information campaign regarding designated drivers. 

Fbrr%forFRcumfropnpmcefzds resulting frmdrug forfeitures. 

Whenaskedabauttheuseofinterlockdevices,he~id~tthereissaaneuse 
ofthml. costistheprimaryissue~tis~~ysraisedwfientduc~to 
theiruse;questions areraisedabutwhowillpay forthecost of those 
offenders who cannot afford them. personally, he would be willing to exparxl 
theiruseandgivethematry. Ihequalityoftheprcducthasixqmvedin 
recent years; scm types are not easily defeatable. 

CarimpcRlnctmentispracticed inCAfordrivingonamqexxkdlicense. Thecar 
is iqcunded, not forfeit.&. Initially, such action was seldam t&en; nuw 
impwndment is mre widespread. Itisworthgivingthis sanctionadditional 
publicity because it is not widely known. 

In CA t& police can irtlpauna the car administratively; it is not necesmq to 
obtainaaxrtorder. Thep~lemisthattheremustbeproofthatthe 
offenderwas awarethathislicensehadbeen suspended. Thecourksmusthave 
accurately noted that the defendant was given notification of the suspension. 
Because of poor or incomplete murt recording, proof of notification is not 
always available. Inthatmse, theofficerprcvides theoffemkrwithwritten 
notificationonthe spotandwarnshi.mthatdrivingunder suspension carries 
thepenaltyofcxrimpoundment. 

In the 1989 there was a high level of publicity and a x=esuqence of interest in 
IMI inthe state legislature. Media attention amsequently followed. 1982 was 
theyearinwhichtherewasalotofhooplaabcrutccaobattingdrunkdriving; 
1989 was the year in which the CA legislature actually did sm&hbq a3xxxt it. 

The new adminktmtive license suspension carries a 
mths. Tbrearetwopussiblecases 

suspensionpericdof4 
for issuing hardship licenses. 

Cmnemialdriverscanobtain a hardship license after30days suqensicm, so 
1ongastheIM arrestdidnotinvolvetheir cormnercial vehicle. Offenders who 
areassigned~treatmentcanalsoapplyafter30days for alimitedlicenseto 
drive to the treatment. Headtmitsthatbothofthese~~~ionsmay~the 
law, but they also mke some sense. 

SabrietycheckpointshavebeengreatlyerrrphasizedbytheState~~~. Thoqh 
they don't result in as many arrests 
deterrent effect. 

as rovir~~patrols, theyachieveagreater 

detenznce. 
Theenphasisthesedayshas shiftedtcxazdgeneml 
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icn M- California (amt.) 

Png~,j~~inCahavewidedisrretionarypawers. Thereisafeeling 
shouldbetailoredtothe individual o ,- 

seemremandatorypenalties, butpolit 
~ffxmlttoaccmplish. Thepolitical climate inthestate leavesmanypmers 

ccunties, imcludingadmMsteri.tqtheccurtsystem. Thisdecmtmlized 
is tied to funding. In 1978 Proposition 13 cut county funding 

idly. Anybillthatispassed inthestat.elegislatuxemstpass 
beforetheFinanceCoP1Pnittee. If a bill mandates action by the cxmnties and is 
goingtocostthecountiesmney, thestatelegislature isumleran informal 
tiex&m%ngtopmvide fmdingtotheaxnties. Therefore, mstbillspassed 
inthe legislature refrain frcanccanpellingthecountiestoact; instead 

leewayforccuntiestoactiftheysochoose, therebyeliminating 
for the state to provide funds for the new program or law. In the 1Y 

conservative atmospAere of the 1980's, the only bills whi& pass in the 
legislature are bills whiti leave a lot of discretion to local counties. 

In the late 1970's CA adcpted the treatment ammach to WI and 
mney intof]wI s&ools for firstofferdess andtreatment prcgrams for 
offenders. This approach clearly did not work. When 
they added jail penalties. No one, hcwever, errphasiz 
susperdinglicenses. Finally, CAhasimplementedlicensesuspmsmns. 
likes the formulation of priorities within the 408 criteria: license sanctions 
most important, follmed by jail. 

In 1986 the CA legislature passed the Esnexgency Response Cost =* 
law which authorized public agencies to reccver the cost of emergency services 
resultingfromtheuseofalcoholanddrugs. 

The CA Office of Traffic Safety is doing a study on interlock devi tichh 
be*fundedbym. 

Heisnot~that~dlcoholadswaulddomuchto~~the PkFs 
expomre. Hecouldseetheadvisability, however, ofestablishingasetof 
star&m% for television adv&ising of alcoholic beverages. If intemention 
occurs,itoughttooccurher&topreventmanufacturers fm~ket~alahol 
to those under age 21. Hewouldliketoseeindustrystar&rds. same wlleges 
ambanningadvertisingoncmqmses. Stateuhivexsitiescouldbanthis. There 
isamclveonCAcollege cmpuses to ridthemofalcohol advertisements. This 
is one -which shouldbegivenmre attention. 

REGION X - OREGON 

Xn 1988 there were 2 major changes in the law: 
1) A law was passed requiring administrative license suspension for any driver 
under the age of 18 who tests pceitive for alcohol (0.0 EAC!). He 
thismnbeamerded inthe futuresothattheageis raisedtodriversunder 
21. 
2) a provisional license law requiring IMI offenders under the age of 18 to 
lose their driving privilege to age 18, unless the current suspension would be 
longer. 

He dliketoseeastmdard 
drivers but for all drivers. 

illegal per se of .04, not j 
Hebelievesthat it is fez&b1 

wouldpossessgreatdetexrentvalue. Ifwecanimrmse 
detemence,wecancutbackonourfundingforenfo~ tandosurt 
perso- . Detzenace, hmever, requires gocdp&lic infomtionmmpaigns. 
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X- l-t* 1 

To drivingonasuspeMedlicmse,weneedmrejailspace. Jailisthe 
only pedl de-t. 

A law was passed last year which will enable an arresting officer to plaoe a 
*ickeronthelicense plate of a v&icle whose driver is caught driving on a 

orrevokedlicensewheretheur&rlyi3qchaxgewasWI. 

He oneareathatneedstobeaddmssfd is the subject of driver 
licxmseccanpactbe~states. &e Driver License ccanpact does not deal with 
admKstrative suqmxsians. EWqMCxqisbasedonconvictiofls. Onlystates 
withspecial agreemen ts exchaqeany infomationonadhninist;rativeactionor 
suspensionsbasedonrefusals. lhisproblemwillbeaddmssed with respect to 
truckdriverswhenthe -ial DriverActtakeseffect. Weneed, however, 
togetto~eco~ofllicense/driverwithrespecttoregulardrivers. 
Driv~-~needtofollawadriverfroPnormestatetoanother. 

When asked to identify the major obstacles whiti impede efforts to 3x33~~~ drunk 
driving, the respon%nt identified: 
1) saliq-*enan- isbroughttojusticesoonaftertheincident, 
4xxa~tislikelytobemuchmosesu~ fulthaniftrea&mtdoesnotbegin 
until long after the incidence, e.g. after a long court case. The same 
principle sems to be true with drug offend- undergoing treatment. If one 
~anoff~~injailthefirsttimedrugsarede~inhisurine, 
thereislesslikelihoodthatthe offenderwillrelapse intodrugusethanif 
one~vehimasecondorthirdehancebeforethrowinghimirnja~. 
2)wehave'notdoneagoodjabENdluatingwhatworksand~tdoesnat~~~ 
c0mbattingdmnkdrivir~~. 
3) ~ldsps- nmndatory takenas are not IXW&&O~~; justices of the peace in 

iculardonot follcwmarAatozysentence requirements. Tocite oneexample, 

On his survey, he expmssed his opposition to designated driver anCa safe rides 
program. Khenaskedaboutthegrmmds forhisobjection,hereqor&dthat 
~lewho~~desi~~driverp~havebl~~on; theyrefuseto 
seethe fullextentofthealcoholproblem Fxzoplewh~comitUUIdon~tjust 
drivedrunk;theyalsobeatwives, cause fires, andbreakboneswhen 
intoxiczsted. InsteadofdesigMteddrivers,weneedtopreanotetheidettthat 
intoxicationperse isbad. Thisideamstespeciallybee3qhasizedanronghigh 
schoolarda~llege students. 

they do not solve the problem of dzmkem~. Ifwechoosetoadvomtesuch 
measures, we should be aware that our efforts may have negative effects, for 
tJ=ePKT-= mayeMble~~letokeepdrinkingwfien~~~~dstap. 

Whenaskedwfretherhe~,alcahsladvertisinghasanyeffecton~ 
driv~,he~liedthat~thinks~arekiddirsgourselvesif~denythat 
advertisinghasaneffect. Whenaskedwhathewouldliketoseedone,he 
adv~tedthatweatleastdemandequaltimforpro-healthmessages. 
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ion X - 

The primary ccrkstacle in OR is la& of enfo rcement. Inthe 
state police have been cut in half: fran more than 700 to 370 

and&eriffsenfom3drunkdriviqlaws, buttheirpmsenm is 
* 

ofan-c 
surplw of $200 milliQn. 
spent. Tbeamstitution 
state employees. 

state populatiom. Therefore, ifthestateckosestoadd 
staff,itrm+;tcutstafftifundsfmoth~p~. 
state police have been hard hit by cuts. Reprioritization means 
themv~ueexistst~hirenfzwstatepolice, the 
i.Yistaa~bereturnedtotfrefiu(payE?ps. se1 
has inplacewouldnothelp, sinceev~ifthe 
mt* 

Thelackofcmfoxzement persom&hasbeencoarrpaunded~aState 
dtxisionrUaing~t~riety~~in~areillegdl. 

In addition to the lac3c of enfo rcment, efforts 433 lreduce 
kinaeredbyjwes. Judc$!sareupadertremendausp- 
attomeystobelenienttooffendet3. 
as possible administrative. 

The solutionistomakeasmanyactims 
WlX%lBV~WmO 

mkeitadministrat 
tieyeca?smtthey 

rtant sole in encxxmgirmg administrative license 
limactioasautof*courts. 

Oregon both have license plate sticker laws. 
policetoa~lya small sticker (notmorethi3n 
the license plate of vehicles whose driver has 
kmspendtili-. Itismtdesignedtobea 

lecmseforstoppingthecarinthe futuretoseewhetkr 
cperat~wi~~alicense. 

whether he had remmmdations onhowtocxxhatrecidivism, he 
declaredthat 

be a felony of 

oi@ltto-hr# 
forfeiture. 

of adkxbhbative pmalties. He blieves 
latecxmfiscation; 2) car 

cxmldsemeasmdelstoother 

In OR the 0.0 BAC applies 
lawtheyshouldmakethe 
difficult to enforce a no-dx 
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sateone ishitbyadmnkd~iverwhohasapasmqerin 
i.l suitisbrrxlghtagainstboththe~iver~the~~. 
responsible forthedrinkingofthosetheyridewi~. 

semer t+niq law - workiqverywell inOR, althoqhits 
the fact that OR is a control state. 

c;Wwasthesecotistate(afterFL)topassalaw 
irmxeration. 

fundedby a $5.00 chaqelevied oneachdrmkdriver. 
Tfaa$amxnmtreallyisn'tenoughtocaverthecostsof~eprogram. Ifother 
statesmretoadopttheprcgraqhewouldxxmmend 
offender. The major 

a chaqe of $10-20 per 
expense istopayforthepresence of a uniformed 

sheriff's deputy. 
1. 

MADDhasdeveloped amanual onhc~tooa;rqanizeaVictWs 

6) IgnitionInterlock- mandatoryforanydriverwhowantstoobtain ahardship 
license afterthe initialperiodof%ard~~ suspension for WI. 1tisalso 
nmndatory for all ElJI offenders for 6 months following their 
wanttogettheirlicenseback. 

suspensionifthey 

7) Banonpleabaqaining- 
illing chip. 

when you allacJ plea bargaining, you give away a 
InORthebanworks. MJI is not lowered to non-alcohol 

cAarges* Fewer peopleasked for a jury trial beforethebanthanaft;erwards; 
beforetheban, defense attorneys attenptedto swarrptheq&embyencouragirq 
theirclientstoask for a jurytrial inthehopeof forciryp rosecutorstialt 
a deal because ofcaseoverload. Now, thatstrategydcesn'twork. 'fhere isno 
ipo~tinaskingforajury.trialbecausethesystemhas integrity. Qnewill 
neverachieve kkqrityso longaspleabaqaMngcanoccur. 
8) Timer R&C to .08 par se for adults, 0.0 for youth. 
that maks sense for those under 21; 

0.0 is the only lwel 

what a .02 rctmns. 
.02 is ambiguous;notmnypeoplekrxx 

It's easier to undmtand the idea of %ot a dmp." 
9) StateTaskForceorsome permamntcomnitteetodealwithdmnkdrivirq. 

OR has encuun- a fewprobleminimplemntingthesereccxranended 
exxlntermeasures: 
1) theinterlockrequirmen thascreatedthegreatestwntruvex?3y,laxyely 
because of the cost it entails for the offender; 
2) alsosmeproblen~withseizingvehicles co-owmd 
another pel23on. 

by the offender and 
C!arsnotownedbyanoffendercanbeseizedif itcanbe 

provedthatthe cmer%~~orshouldhavelmown~~ that the offerx3erhashadh.i.s 
licensesuspmSdorrevoked. Judgeshavehadsompr&lem~tdetembingwhat 
cxmtitutes %new or should have lmowmtl 

~~asksdwfiatelse~inedtobedone,hedeclared~tweneedtotapinto 
the revenuesgenex3tedbyalcoholtaxes. Fublicattitudeischanging. It is 
theta raise taxes atb&h the state and federal levels andtodesignatethat 
nmeytoalcchol progranrs. 

InORasmallamuntofthetaxonbeerandwinegoestopayfor~~ 
prcgrams, butnothirggoest.opay forenfo rcfmentorthecriminal justice 

thatchannellRomyMy 
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